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—--Upon commencing at 8:40 a.m. 
JOHN McNICOL, 
KEN ABRAHAM, 
RON WAITO, 
FRANK KENNEDY, 
BRIAN CALLAGHAN, 


PAUL WARD, 
ROBERT STEEDMAN; Resumed. 


Q. Dr. Abraham, perhaps you can pick up 
where you left off last night. 

DR. ABRAHAM: A. Good morning. 

The last four overhead transparencies are 
a brief description of the actual moose description 
program to date. 

The first component that I would like to 
elaborate on to some extent is the habitat analysis 
research component. It tackles the major tasks related 
to -- describing the condition of moose habitat, laying 
the ground work for the analysis of the interaction 
between moose and habitat features, specifically 
describing the guidelines and specifically protected. 

The habitat analysis is what we consider 
a state of the art habitat research program led by .Dr. 
Robert Rempel, using landscape ecology methods. 

The program: is at the leading edge of 


this technology in the field of habitat analysis, 
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particularly in spatial analysis, and is aided by 


technology developments of the recent years in terms of 


----geographical information systems and using global 


conditioning systems to get a high resolution or a high 
accuracy and resolution in the field. 

The chief objectives of the habitat 
analysis program are to measure the variation habitat 
created by different timber management regimes. 

Specifically here I mean the application 
of the guidelines, application of other approaches to 
habitat management, and doing this in a broad 
comparative framework, both geographically and in terms 
of phrasing the questions within the study areas. 

This is a critical element to the 
research described in Panel 16, in that it describes 
the differences and allows us to categorize as in terms 
of guidelines or non-guidelines, or on the harvested -- 
the areas in which the moose, the individual moose, 
which we will be studying have lived, and therefore the 
conditions which influence their characteristics of 
condition and productivity. 

The second component is that we are -- to 
emphasize also,that we are comparing the desertive 
management regimes to natural disturbance. This is 


something which has arisen time and again in evidence 
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of, and in discussions in workshops, various workshop 
Processes, for other wildlife and for population 
monitoring and we have found, as I mentioned earlier, 
that in approaching this for moose, the best methods 
allowed us to approach it for all wildlife habitat. 

The third point that I would like to make 
is that the techniques being developed here will be 
applicable across Northern Ontario. In fact, you will 
be hearing more in Panel 3 about some other initiatives 
in landscape ecology techniques in modelling, and the 
program I have with the moose guidelines is 
co-ordinated with those programs and exchanging 
information and ideas with those programs. 

| The field of work related to this has 
been a program of intensive vegetation measurement 
within the chosen study area, soil examination and the 
examination of the relationship between satellite 
imagery and other remote sensing, and the descriptures 
of habitat and landscape. For example, the forest 
ecosystem classification or the forest resource 
inventory, in order to determine the relationships that 
will be input into habitat models. 

What I want to leave you with, is that 
the habitat analysis research program for the moose 


guidelines is a basic analysis on the effects on the 
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landscape and on the habitat of the application of the 
guidelines in whole. 

The next overhead defines how we are 
going to, or how we are using that information, and to 
deliver practical management products to integrate the 
key information necessary to manage moose. 

The development predictive habitat 
suitability models, and population models to the field, 
is one that requires not only construction of the 
models, but testing and verification of the information 
used to build the models prior to delivery. 

This program is jointly being conducted. 
Dr. Rempel and Dr. Art Rodgers are also involved in 
this program. 

The products are intended for delivery in 
the field for operational management use, but as Dr. 
Steedman stressed yesterday, and as I would like to 
emphasize again today, our approach is that this can 
only be done after an extensive verification and 
validation of phase. 

Essentially here I attire want to say that 
we will be -- the place that we explore in detail, the 
many different relationships, including those which 
might ‘turn out to be unimportant, is in the research 


phase and not in the operational phase to begin with. 
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They are certainly place later for operational 
refinement and testing. 

The kind of information I would indicate 
in B, that I intend to indicate in point B, is as I 
alluded to yesterday, is information about local 
conditions and ranges of variables that are suitable 
for the local area as opposed to fundamental changes in 
the relationships used to make the predictions. 

A couple of things here in terms of what 
the field work has involved for population modelling. 
We have done an intensive population survey, probably 
the most intensive done of a single area in Ontario. 
We have collected information on harvest mortality in 
the study area, which is not unique, but it is 
certainly essential to them for establishing the model 
parameters. 

We have done intensive ground collection 
of the habitat, as I mentioned. We have just 
initiated, this year, a study on the relationship 
between black bear and moose mortality in Ontario, and 
I think that is all I would like to say about this. 

So then we come to the validation of the 
model through testing of the predictions, and this is 
the framework that I mentioned yesterday. This is 


where the intensive radio telemetry work outlined in 
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detail where -- some detail in Panel 16 comes b ig 8 be 


Q. Dr. Abraham, is the work that you are 


_ referring to here in this particular slide, work which 


is done before giving the model to the field for 
implementation? 

A. Yes, this is the validation and 
research -- the monitoring program validation that I 
was referring to. 

Q. Thank you. 

A. A number of timber management habitat 
animal interactions can be defined, or have been 
defined, in the process of the ESSA workshops and in 
the process of developing our detailed research 
designs. 

It is these specific interactions for 
which predictions can be made and for which data are 
designed to provide an answer. 

We intend to accomplish this primarily 
through intensive state-of-the-art radio tracking, and 


by state-of-the-art, I mean the incorporation of the 


high resolution global positioning system. 


We have invested in the development of 
global positioning systems for animal tracking. We 
have commissioned a report on automatic tracking of 


animals, and there is considerable interest in lee 
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recently, a consortium with the Canadian Electrical 
Association and several major utilities was have been 
joined. 

We are also pushing what we consider 
conventional telemetry to its limits of accuracy by the 
development of some tools that will be specifically 
available for ground tracking. 

By large numbers of moose, we are talking 
here about 60 moose in each of the comparative areas, 
and to do that would be a very large effort in terms of 
the staff, in terms of the mone rinG intensity, and we 
have not yet begun that phase. Again, principally 
because we have put our resources in the limiting of 
fiscal environment. We have now -- into these other 
developmental and pre-testing phases. 

I would like to again reiterate that the 
causal effect relationships defined here can be applied 
in other areas. Not simply in a study area for which 
we are doing the intensive study. 

Part B refers to some key site specific 
habitat features, and by these I mean the kinds of 
things that the guidelines protect; cabin sites, 
aquatic foraging areas, mineral lakes, with specific 


relationships between winter cover and availability of 


peralis. 
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Here, we have initiated this year, some 
field work on the relationship of moose and wetlands, 
primarily the aquatic foraging phase. 

We have done this at a framework which 
tests the existing system of ranking wetlands for 
priortization in the timber management planning 
process. 

So in addition to exploring the physical 
and violent parameters of wetlands which make them 
attractive or non-attractive to moose for feeding, we 
are, at the same time, hoping to test and deliver a 
refined product by the timber management planning 
process. 

Similar programs are envisioned -- 
projects are envisioned for the caviting and mineral 
components of specific habitat features. 

This is being done -- while it might be 
preferable to do this with radio tracking and also used 
to explore the relationships between individual moose 
and their need for aquatic foraging, this is being done 
largely labour intensive without radio tracking. 

The final overhead is about some research 
in our products. These were detailed in the witness 
panel, pages 4 to 6, after tab 6, for more detail. 


The kinds of mineral in products that we 
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are able to deliver so far, have been things like 
analytical techniques for habitat analysis. 

Dr. Rempel delivered a paper on 
preliminary comparative analysis of landscape 
characteristics at a landscape conference last year. 
The new technology related to geographical information 
Systems and global positioning systems, of which we 
were one of the first units in Ontario and in the 
Ministry to develop that. We have participated in 
technology transfer workshops about that kind of 
technology. 

These are some of the examples of interim 
products that we have already delivered and the kinds 
that we would expect to deliver on an ongoing basis 
throughout the length of the monitoring research 
program. 

There are other conventional things, like 
literature reviews. As I mentioned, telemetry systems, 
and we also intend to deliver some preliminary habitat 
suitability index and habitat suitability models for 
examination by other areas within the Ministry. 

As you are aware, we can't say exactly 
when or how those guidelines will be modified. With 
the information that we are collecting, certainly will 


be available on an ongoing basis. And as you hear more 
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about it in Panel 3, the modification or habitat 
management approach will be a gradual evolution and not 
an abrupt here we are, we have tested the guidelines. 

To summarize, then, in my opinion we have 
made good progress within the environment that we have 
been working up to the last two years. We have 
developed a lot of good co-operative interactions with 
our field staff, with other research agencies and with 
the Ministry as well. 

Thank you. 

Q. Dr. Abraham, could you just explain 
what global positioning is? 7 

A. Global positioning system is a method 
of determining geographical location on the surface of 
the earth using a system of satellites which broadcast 
Signals. It is based on the differential receipt in 
terms of time. The receiving the signals from 
satellites in various positions in the visible sky. 

So basically the more -- instead of the 
animal broadcasting the signal, which has to be 
received by the receiver, either on the ground or in 
the airplane, the signal is being broadcast by the 
satellites. The animal is receiving and the unit on 
the animal or on a truck or whatever, in your hand, 


that unit is determining the geographical location, 
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location by mathematical equation solving in terms of 
the position of the satellites relative of your 
position. 

Q. Thank you. 

MR. FREIDIN: Before Mr. Kennedy 
continues, we have a further set of overheads that 
Should be marked. I think the Exhibit is 2267, Madam 
Chair. 

MADAM CHAIR: Yes. 

MR. FREIDIN: And it is a document 
entitled Monitoring, Forest Management Unit Level. It 
is composed 8 pages. 

---EXHIBIT NO. 2267: Document entitled Monitoring, 
Forest Management Unit Level. 

Q. I think you can begin, Mr. Kennedy. 

MR. KENNEDY: A. Madam Chair, is that 
Exhibit marked 2267? Thank you. 

Madam Chair, the purpose of this portion 
of the evidence is to make you aware of the fact that 
monitoring has become an integral part of our normal 
program at MNR, and that we have described it both in 
Panel 16 early on in our evidence in-chief, and the 
purpose is to give you a bit of an update as to where 
we are and also to describe some of the results of 


implementation in response to an interrogatory of the 
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various parties. 

I start out by making you aware that in 
timber management plans, we are now requiring that the 
monitoring program be outlined and that each plan 
explicitly describe a series of items related to that 
monitoring program for the management and to be 
conducted during that five year period. 

First of all, there will be a general 
description of the area inspection program, which is to 
be put in place on the management unit, including the 
specific provisions for monitoring operations in areas 
of concern. Those provisions are developed as part of 
the area concern prescription through the process and 
are highlighted in the monitoring section. 

We have also allowed for a special 
monitoring program which will monitor for exceptions if 
there are exceptions to recommendations contained in 
the silvicultural guides. 

This is an item that had come up during 
our discussions earlier on in the hearing. People were 
asking, due to silvicultural guides and cover through 
the situation material, and we have indicated that 
indeed they may not and that local Managers have some 
flexibility there in their application. But in 


deciding to do something different than the 
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recommendations in the guides, it was necessary to put 
in place the monitoring program so that we can keep in 
touch with those operations so that we are aware if 
there is any difficulties occurring. 

In a similar manner we have extended that 
provision to exceptions to other implementation 
manuals. We feel it is a worthwhile process to ensure 
that if people are encountering situations on your 
local area that are different than that contemplated in 
the provincial guides or provincial implementation 
manuals, that we do monitor the situation and report on 
Rs 

As well, the timber management plan would 
contain a section that deals with the Free-to-Grow 
Surveys that have occurred out on the areas. This 
section would deal with the timing, location and the 
amount of area to be surveyed. 

In each of the aspects that I have just 
mentioned in regards to monitoring, the provisions 
should address the methods to be used for monitoring, 
be they ground surveys, ground inspections or areal 
inspections. The time frame for monitoring, we would 
expect to see some discussion about the frequency of 
monitoring, comments could be -- we would see 


monitoring occur every two weeks or perhaps once a 
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month or in some specific situations there may be 
timing of monitoring such things as stream crossing 
which would occur during a particular season. 

We also eepeee to have individuals to 
discuss in their plans the reporting requirements, the 
manner in which they will report if there is any unique 
situations that require contacting other individuals 
during the ongoing monitoring program. 

The way in which we have embodied the 
monitoring program then, in the balance of our timber 
management in this respect, is to ensure that the 
summary of some of the information gets contained in 
their existing reports, which we will be describing in 
a few moments. 

For instance, in the annual report at the 
management unit level, will be a summary of the 
Free-To-Grow areas that have been surveyed. As well, 
the annual report will contain a summary of the area 
inspections that have been carried out during that 
year. 

The report of post forest operations that 
is prepared for the five year term, and prepared at the 
beginning of the next planning period and will contain 
a summary of the area inspection reports as well. 


In that sense, all the monitoring 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


MNR Panel 2 66803 


(Reply Evidence) 
dr ex (Freidin) 


information contributes to the report of past forest 
Operations and can contribute in a way such as the 
preparation of recommendations for the next plan or 
indeed for use in developing prescriptions to deal with 
Similar situations that are encountered the future. 

Another use of it would be in preparing 
Strategies to deal with particular objectives and 
strategies in the plan. 

We have also. made note of the fact that 
the results of monitoring can contribute to revisions 
of implementation and in Panel No. 3 we will be 
mentioning that in a little more detail. 

Turning now to page 3 of Exhibit 2267. I 
will spend a few moments talking about the eae 
inspection process in more detail. 

The area inspection program itself was 
Originally described in our Panel 16, and it 
subsequently came into effect in April of 1990. We did 
follow the schedule which we had anticipated during the 
evidence that was led in Panel 16. 

In our Reply Statement of Evidence for 
Panel No. 2, Exhibit 2258, after tab 5, we have 
included the latest copy -- a copy of the latest policy 
procedure in the area of inspection report forms, and 


the other parties have had that since the statements 
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have been submitted. I don't intend to go Ate any 
details on that today. Just indicate that that is 
where the reference is. 

To further our commitment to using the 
area inspection process, we have committed in a 
separate term and condition, what types of information 
were monitored for and how we will use their inspection 
process to report on those. 

Our area inspection process then will be 
monitoring for compliance; for compliance with approved 
timber management planning, for silvicultural ground 
rules, they're used in implementing the plan, and for 
adherence to specific prescriptions for operations of 
areas of concern. | 

So it is a program with which we will use 
to ensure that the plan is being implemented according 
to the way it was planned to be used and approved. 

We will also be monitoring operations for 
compliance with acceptable practices, such as those 
that are outlined in the environmental guideline for 
access roads and water crossings, as well as other 
implementation manuals such as code of practice for 
timber management operation in riparian areas. 

Through much of our discussions with 


parties, and our own staff, we realize that there is an 
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Opportunity that we could pick up while we have staff 
in 2 field, and we have now asked -- we have 
incorporated into the area inspection process a 
provision to record any observations that are deemed to 
be undesirable, and we have used this phrase, 
undesirable conditions that are observed to encapture 
that idea. 

It is to capitalize on the idea that 
people are on-site, doing inspections, and that they 
often have an opportunity to see things that are out of 
the ordinary. We are asking Sat staff then to record 
those observations and to bring them back to the 
office, make individuals that are appropriate in 
expertise aware of what has been observed, and to 
ensure they follow actions taken. 


The area of inspection reports have been 


constructed in such a fashion that not only does the 


observer's comments get recorded, but also the 
follow-up action that is recommended by other 
individuals that are in the other aspects of 
management, as well as our local district manager has 
not yet commented on these inappropriate Be ational 
Q. Mr. Kennedy, does MNR refer to this 


documentation of undesirable conditions being observed 


as effects monitoring? 
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A. Not per se. We are looking at this 
esereeiod as being simple recording of observations 
that are made that appear to be related to timber 
management activities. 

Q. Mr. Kennedy, can you comment on why 
you do not call it effects monitoring? 

A. Yes. Madam Chair, it has been 
suggested to us that we should be conducting a 
different style of monitoring, what I have described to 
you today is compliance monitoring with the added 
benefit of individuals recording observations in 
situations where they have seen something that is 
unusual. We are suggesting that those individuals pay 
particular attention if they feel that the condition 
may be related to timber management activities. 

However, we recognize that our staff are 
not trained scientists, they are not able to make ee 
the field determinations as to cause/effect 
relationships, and we are not asking them to make 
observations as to observe this condition and it is a 
result of the following activities. 

We know our staff are quite qualified 
to -- in a manner in which to conduct the work that we 
have been doing, but we do not feel that they are 


trained in all the scientific nor would have full data 
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in order to draw conclusions of that nature. So we 
have resisted suggestions from individuals that we 
Should be able to conduct a local effects, 
effectiveness monitoring program. Instead, we have 
come back with this as a compromise position, that we 
ask for individuals to record the observations that 
they have seen and to bring it to the attention of the 
appropriate people for further follow-up. 

MR. MARTEL: Who is going to do your 
effects monitoring program, per se; only scientists? 

MR. KENNEDY: Well, Mr. Martel, the other 
members of this panel have been describing to you the 
manner in which they will conduct, at the provincial 
level, effects and effectiveness type monitoring for 
our provincial guidelines. 

I believe we have put in place now a 
series of long-term studies to look at all three of our 
remaining programs, the provision of moose, fish and 
tourism, and we feel that that can be augmented in 
manners such as Dr. Abraham has discussed, with some 
involvement with local individuals, and it is a manner 
in which we have chosen to respond to that. 

DR. ABRAHAM: Could I add something, Mr. 


Martel? 


Just by effects monitoring, we will 
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have -- we do have a program of my field staff, 
district and regional staff, collecting a large amount 
of information about populations, about habitat. They 
will be the people who will be collecting for their 
areas of management responsibility, information about 
population size, about specific mortality factors in 
the case of moose, for changing condition of the 
habitats or cutting or burns or fire and so on. The 
district and region will be collecting that kind of 
information. OFAH has referred to that as effects 
monitoring and if by that you mean who will be 
collecting that kind of information I think your answer 
is the field. 

MR. MARTEL: What is bothering me, I 
think when we listened to Dr. Ward Thomas, I got the 
distinct impression that no one was quite sure what 
effect monitoring really was and how they intended to 
go about doing it. I think he said there was 
difficulty even yet, and I harken back to that when Mr. 
Kennedy says, well, we don't have the scientists in the 
field to do it. And I recall, I think clearly, what 
Ward Thomas said, but maybe I am wrong, and then I of 
course I ask myself the question if the staff, MNR, who 
are trained foresters can't do some of this and trained 


biologists -- are we sure what we are doing? Maybe it 
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is not a right question, but I throw it out for what it 


is worth. 


DR. ABRAHAM: I would like to take one 
more stab at that. 

What I hope to convey in the program, was 
that there is a lot of interaction and will be a lot of 
interaction between the field. 

To hit a couple of highlights, again, 
field -- our biologists and foresters who have that 
experience in the field were part of the ESSA workshop 
process in terms of determining what the needs were, 
what kinds of things they would require in order to 
answer questions about the effects of timber management 
on these various values. That is one way that they are 
involved. 

They will be the people collecting 
information to put invershe models and help them make 
decisions, so the models and decisions support them. 
There will be the people collecting that kind of 
information. 

The distinction I was trying to make, is 
that research effectiveness -- a research program for 
effectiveness monitoring and for determining the 
uncertainties about the actual effects is the 


appropriate place to determine what the effects are and 
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what the significance of the effects are, not what the 
results on the global scale in Ontario have been. We 
don't intend to do that with the research programs 
because of their focus on specific geographical areas, 
specific systems of lakes or specific study areas. 

So for management purposes, keeping tabs 
on an ongoing basis of what the status of this resource 
is in this area, at this time or over this time period, 
the field will be doing that. 

I am not sure. Does that help at all? 

MR. MARTEL: It tells me what you are 
doing. I guess the confusion in my mind is that we 
have, over the period of time, we have got different 
ideas of what -- I mean you already indicated what the 
Ontario Federation of Anglers and Hunters perceived it 
to be and I think Dr. Thomas said there were problems. 

I am just wondering if we are all working 
from the same definitions as to what effects, effects 
monitoring and compliance monitoring and so on are. 

Are we all working with the same game plan in mind? Do 
we have different interpretations of precisely what 
tet means? 

MR. KENNEDY: Mr. Martel, I would suggest 
that we were are working with the same game plan in 


mind. The compliance monitoring is simply, are you 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


24 


wae: 


MNR Panel 2 66811 


(Reply Evidence) 
dr ex (Freidin) 


doing what you said you were going to do. 

Effects monitoring, may be, I observed an 
effect when I was out in the bush. Effectiveness is 
you said -- you did what you said you were going to do. 
Was it effective in doing what you thought you would 
achieve in taking that action. 

In the manner in which MNR has approached 
that topic, we have put in place provincial guidance, 
directions, through our implementation manual, which 
you realized are quite extensive and are listed in tab 
No. 7, I believe, in the terms of conditions. 

To insure that we have got the right 
science that we have determined what the effects are of 
timber management activities to put in place the 
long-term studies. 

To determine if our current direction to 
the field, its embodiment, timber management guideline 
series, is going to be effective by protecting those 
values. We have also put in place long-term studies. 

In the meantime, to ensure that we know 
that our staff are adhering to the direction contained 
in those manuals while we are waiting to find out some 
of the answers for the long-term studies, we put in 
place a compliance monitoring program. 


One could suggest that if we are wrong we 
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are going to be consistently wrong and cross-over 
management units and also conversely, that Lieinycact 
we are right, and we believe that we are, with our 
science that has contributed and experience has 
contributed to the development of those manuals, that 
indeed we can't be too far off the mark and what is 
necessary to keep up with emerging, to test the 
hypothesis and indeed to revise our guidelines and 
manuals and our approach for planning at the 
appropriate time as that science comes on-stream. 

So I would say that I believe any parties 
would agree that our eh eens & of what compliance 
effect and effectiveness is the same. The manner in 
which we may go about developing a program to deliver 
those programs around those concerns may be different, 
may be structured different. 

Both in MNR's organization, the manner in 
which we have evolved the structure of the field 
Organization we have in place, the way in which we 
conduct our activities and indeed the timber management 
planning process, we believe it does fit together as a 
nice package. 

MR. FREIDIN: Q. Dr. Abraham, we kick 
off this discussion about the term and condition where 


MNR requires the recording of undesirable conditions 
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which are observed. 

Could you advise whether information 
collection in the field of such observations is 
sufficient in and of itself as an effects monitoring 
program? 

DR. ABRAHAM: A. I am just trying to 
phrase that in my head as you were asking the question, 
and as Mr. Kennedy was speaking. 

I was going to use that as an example of 
why -- of what the risk is in not having the kind of 
program that we have in addition to the information 
collection program in the field. 

If, as Mr. Kennedy described it, we have 
trained foresters, technicians, biologists in the 
field, they can observe something within the frame of 
reference of their experience, which may be 
geographically specific or may be longer or shorter. 
They can make an observation and they can make an 
interpretation of what that observation means relative 
to their frame of reference. If the frame of reference 
differs from individual to individual, and if the 
experience differs, then the significance of that 
observation is vastly different. 

To use that kind much information and to 


aggregate it into some way to suggest that this result 
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of this observed undesirable condition was caused by 
something, is very risky. It is a high risk of failure 
of identifying the appropriate reason for that. 

A. I would suggest that that is the kind 
of thing that we are not happy about having as the sole 
way of determining what the management -- of what the 
effects are of our management practices, which is 
probably closer to what I think OFAH has been 
suggesting. 

In addition, we have that program, we 
have the effectiveness monitoring research program and 
we have the determination of effects in our research 
program. 

I want to emphasis again, that in 
addition these are things -- these new things that we 
have added over the course of the last few years, are 
in addition to a basic program of habitat inventory 
that is done, of timber resource inventory, of 
population inventory of some key species, but these 
things are additive not in place of. So we do have 
these other mechanisms of collecting information. 

But in Panel 3 of the afternoon = have 
got some additional efforts that ne are making about 
population monitoring for more than just the few 


Species that we have traditionally done, and about 
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habitat inventory or land inventory, and those things 
are also intended to fill up the picture of all of 
things, all of the ways in which we are examining what 
is happening and keeping tabs on the conditions, 
desirable and phieaimatiel tex they occur. 

MADAM CHAIR: Mr. Kennedy, just a quick 
question with respect to -- put aside for the moment 
this discussion about effects and to concentrate on the 
compliance and inspection aspects of this discussion. 

‘Will MNR be looking at compliance within 
environmental guidelines for timber management 
planning? 

MR. KENNEDY: Yes, we will be. We see 
that as being part of our program once the guidelines 
are implemented and training has been provided and we 
would include that as part of our compliance program. 

MADAM CHAIR: And a second question, the 
public has -- our interpretation of what the public has 
said over these many years, is that they want MNR to be 
in the field, they want MNR to look at a site before a 
road is built and after a road is built. They want MNR 
to look at a site before it is logged and after it is 
logged. They want to have some reassurance that the 
MNR staff know what is going on in the forest, and do 


you feel that the compliance monitoring program, as you 
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have it set up through area inspections, will give that 
sort of satisfaction to the public? 

MR. KENNEDY: I do believe it will 
certainly contribute to it. I‘m not sure it will be 
the total answer tO the concerns that have been raised, 
but it will certainly be another manner which we can 
ensure the public that we have government staff out 
there working on their behalf, ensuring that the 
planning efforts that they have contributed to is 
actually being followed. 

Our current area inspection process, I 
believe that an average district is somewhere in area 
of 200 to 300 inspections conducted per year, is the 
information we gathered from one of our quick surveys, 
and that our inspection process now is carried out by 
our qualified technical staff, mainly, and augmented by 
other staff actually in the field, and that information 
is kept on file for approximately one year after the 
expiry of TMP. The information is summarized annually 
and contained in the annual reports, and again in the 
five year state of the forest report. So there will be 
opportunities for the public to see visible means by 
which the compliance and operations are being carried 
out, as well as see the results of those compliances. 


So I think that will all contribute to the public's 
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comfort, if you will, to have staff in field in the 
operations. 

MADAM CHAIR: So do I understand it that 
MNR can say to the public, we will be inspecting every 
harvest site before and after the operations are 
conducted? 

MR. KENNEDY: The area inspection process 
does not deal with pre-harvest inspections. It is 
specifically set up to look at during planning 
implementation. 

In my own experience it is quite common 
that while conducting operations to inspections, to 
look at other areas adjacent to, which may be up for 
planning on a subject of terms, and as well through the 
planning process itself, in conducting field 
inspections for such things as developing 
prescriptions, has become a common practice. But it is 
not something that we have put forward under terms and 
conditions as a mandatory requirement. 

MADAM CHAIR: Remind me, Mr. Kennedy, 
because this was a long time ago, with respect to the 
FMA and various contractual obligations, is a 
pre-harvest inspection required? 

MR. KENNEDY: No, it is not. 


MR. MARTEL: Before we move off this 
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then, we have heard frequently that the prescriptions 
can change once one knows what the conditions are like 
and you frequently do not know it until you have gone 
out and inspected it. What can one then look at the 
prescriptions maybe a company is doing and say, yes, 
that is fine and we accept them if the Ministry staff 
is not aware of what is on the ground until a cut has 
started or until after it is finished? 

It sounds like we are guessing as to what 
might be there because we don't have any time maybe and 
have staff out there to look at it before the harvest 
starts. 

MR. KENNEDY: Well, Mr. Martel, I can 
assure you that many foresters would love to have the 
Opportunity and resources to look at each hectare prior 
to determining a prescription for it, to look at it at 
the time of beginning of operations, to monitor during 
the operations and then go back and look at it 
afterwards. It is just simply is impractical to do 
thats 

We have to rely upon a sampling of that 
area, to concentrate our efforts on those areas where 
we are likely to have the best benefit from 
inspections, to concentrate on areas where there are 


other values involved and ensure that we are cognizant 
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of all the factors when we design the prescriptions. 
As I was indicating, that often takes place in the 
areas of concern with picks of site. 

In the case of general areas, if I could 
use that phrase to describe the balance of the area, we 
do rely upon the local experience of individuals 
working in those areas. 

We have competent staff that are long 
term residents in the area, participate in the planning 
process. We will be relying on that, on the local 
knowledge to that extent. 

When it comes to changing prescriptions, 
because we relied on that knowledge and whatever other 
accumulated information is available in the district 
office, and in the minds of those who have operated, 
that information has come to bear in a prescription 
setting, and often conditions are described in 
association with the outside of the prescription 
setting. 

Those are then recorded in the plan as to 
what is expected to occur as permissible activities and 
then that is what the compliance monceriny will 
follow-up on. So for instance in the case of looking 
at particular site condition, we are looking at what 


kind of harvesting operations, what kind of site 
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preparation and renewal option should be exercised on 
the site. That information will embodied in the 
silvicultural ground rules of the plan. 

Subject to inspections then, would be to 
ensure that those site conditions, as they are observed 
in the field, match the particular silvicultural ground 
rules in the era that the activities that are 
occurring are in accordance with those that are 
outlined in the silvicultural ground rules. 

So it is in that kind of a -- to use that 
as an example, in that kind of a situation their 
inspection process can or will occur in the framework. 

MR. FREIDIN: Q. And one last question on 
effects. I take you to the MNR terms and conditions, 
Mr. Kennedy, Exhibit 2032. If you can turn to appendix 
8 on page 59, the report, Past Forest Operations. 

On that page you indicate in the report, 
Past Forest Operations, in paragraph 1(k) that; 

There will be a discussion of 

Significant problems and issues arising 

during implementation of the timber 

management plan for the previous five 
year term. This discussion will include 

a description of any undesirable 


conditions which have been observed in 
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the areas of operations for the previous 

five year term related to timber 

Management activities. 

What is it that is expected that one 
would do with that kind of information, considering you 
had a number of observations and it was Significant 
enough tis record in the report from task force 
operations? 

MR. KENNEDY: A. Thinking we might in 
having a report of past forest operations is to keep 
track of what successes people are having in conducting 
Our operations, what kind of desirable conditions might 
be observed, and on the basis of that experience, to 
locate and modify in practice if it is deemed safe. 

At this point of preparing a plan, you 
not only have the undesirable conditions noted, you 
also have the benefit of an experienced weather staff 
involved in the office in determining what may have 
been the cause of that effect, which has been observed 
and also the benefit of any follow-up remedial action 
that may have been taken or any necessary changes 
recommended by the district manager. All that 
information would be summarized in the report of past 


forest operations. 


It may cause you then to change a 
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strategy in the way in which you are approaching a 
particular segment of the plan, or it may cause you 
indeed to set out a different style of prescription to 
do similar or anticipated conditions in the future, and 
that's the purpose of having a report of past forest 
operations. 

To assist in the preparation of that we 
are requiring staff now to keep summaries of that 
information on an annual basis and include that in the 
annual report. Both the annual report and the five 
year report are fully available at our information 
centres and available to the public. So we are trying 
to get the widest exposure of that information to 
ensure the publics that we are aware as to what is 
occurring out there in the forest. 

Madam Chair, as you were asking earlier, 
I believe that will contribute to the public's comfort 
level, if I can use that expression, as to -- in fact 
the operations are being monitored for good practices. 

Q. Dr. Abraham, if through the reporting 
of these undesirable observed conditions in the report 
of past forest operations certain trends became 
apparent, does that have any relevance to you as a 
scientist? 


DR. ABRAHAM: A. Yes, aS a scientist 
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that's the kind of information that we would want to 
examine in detail. It may form the kernel of another 
examination in detail of a situation. 

So, to give an example, let's say a 
recurrence of the kind of erosion or kind of wetland 
ponding or some things repeatedly observed in a 
condition and it was frequently enough observed by 
different people that there was a concern that this was 
not what was expected, that might form the basis of a 
specific examination. 

It also might be the case that the 
condition that was observed is one that was well-known 
and expected, but not considered to be significant. 

In our system of science and technology 
Support units in the field, it may be that the 
information about that kind of situation exists and 
that it has been researched somewhere else and the 
problem is -- or not the problem, but that the 
situation is that the observations need explanation to 
the satisfaction of field staff and that the 
satisfaction of the public that this is something which 
is eee tea: but not considered to be significant. It 


might be a temporary effect or a temporary result of a 


practice which is, in the long-term of the dynamic 


situation, not unusual or not significantly harmful. 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


MNR Panel 2 66824 
(Reply Evidence) 
dr ex (Freidin) 


But I guess to answer Mr. Freidin's 
question briefly, yes, that is the kind of information 
that we use in formulating a hypotheses of effect and 
then determining what kind of a program -- what kind of 
a project might be necessary to determine whether the 
effect was to test that hypothesis. 

Q. And if the situations that were 
observed were not ones which you indicated fell into 
that category where there was literature or something 
which indicated what the cause effect relationships 
were, would Brie further examination that you indicated 
might be undertaken be one which would be necessary to 
determine the actual cause of the observed undesirable 
conditions? 

A. I think I understand the question to 
be, what kind of examination I am talking about? 
Perhaps you can rephrase it. 

Q. Would there be situations where the 
trends which were identified might lead to research to 
determine what the cause effect relationships were; 
what caused the effect or the thing that you were 
observing but you said that is undesirable? 

A. Yes, that 1s what I was trying to 
indicate. That the observation alone, the observation 


in itself given the trends of observations, doesn't 
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tell us what the cause is. That the purpose of any 


research program or framework for examining that, is 
that the observations are a collection of information 
that says something is happening. There are a couple 
of things that we need to determine; what is the cause 
of it and whether it is significant and that is -- so 
you take those observations, you formulate an 
appropriate contestables question related to them, 
related to the potential causes, and then you set up a 
study or examination of what those causes might be. 
Try to eliminate those that weren't responsible for the 
result. 

MADAM CHAIR: Dr. Abraham, an example 
that comes to mind of what you are talking about is the 
submission we heard from the Ontario Metis Aboriginal 
Association where some of their witnesses felt that 
there was a problem with moose because they ace eating 
sprayed berries, and some other information we received 
from the Ministry of Natural Resources had to do with a 
tick or a different sort of causal agent than herbicide 
spraying. 

In that situation, do you think that 
reporting an undesirable condition would effect MNR 
staff people reporting that kind of situation that is 


of public concern but not sort of directly related 
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maybe to compliance monitoring? 

DR. ABRAHAM: Okay. Both of the 
examples -- well, one of the examples of the tick may 
not have anything to do with timber management, but 
they are observations. We receive observations 
regularly. 

In fact this year, for example, in 
Algonquin Park, it's a year of particularly high 
observed hair loss. The public are seeing moose with 
lots of hair loss, they're reporting it. The district 
and regional staff are reporting that up to us. There 
are people in our Ministry and elsewhere in 
universities who examine the relationship between the 
ticks and hair loss in captive situations and have done 
precisely that kind of thing, based on that kind of 
observation and concern. 

In the case of the herbicide or the 
spraying, was it, and the potential effects on moose, 
again, that kind of thing is being observed regularly, 
Or not regularly, is being reported. Those kinds of 
examples are reported to district offices, to 
biologists and foresters. The information does come to 
the research section, and again there is some 
information on the effects -- the direct effects of 


toxicity or lack of toxicity of those kinds of things 
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On moose; whether or not it affects the taste or the 
meat, whether or not the moose or other animals -- 
another example is grouse. You hear often from people 
in the field that grouse avoid areas that have recently 
been sprayed. All of those things have been reported. 
All of those things are examined in relation to what we 
know from the literature and sometimes the answers we 
don't know. We don't know what the relationship is. 

It would be nice to examine those. Often we know 
something. It is not unlikely to be a major dependent, 
it may be temporary. So they are being reported, but 
not necessarily in the framework of the timber 
management planning process and not through the 
compliance monitoring program that Mr. Kennedy was 
discussing. 

MR. KENNEDY: Madam Chair, the two 
situations you have described are not the kind of 
situations that we contemplated that would be reported 
to the area inspection program. 

Again, just to summarize, we are looking 
at observed and desirable conditions that appear to be 
somehow related to timber management activities. 

So I think those are two situations that 
we would ask people to call to our normal open door 


policy and call district manager and district biologist 
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and discuss. It is not the kind of situations that we 
have contemplated being recorded in our area inspection 


process. 


MADAM CHAIR: I understand what you are 


saying, Mr. Kennedy. I guess what we have heard from 


the public, is the public tends to put a lot of 
importance on timber management planning, and I think 
they tend to believe that their comments on any aspect 
of the forest might go through the timber management 
planning avenue, whether MNR likes that or not. 

I think you are often going to get the 
public approaching anything going on in the forest as a 
timber management planning issue, and I guess the Board 
just wants some reassurance that when the public 
approaches you, even if they are knocking at the wrong 
door, as I am sure this happens in many, many cases, 
that the MNR staff people are sensitized to saying 
well, yes, that is a report and that it makes its way 
through the organization somehow. 

MR. KENNEDY: Just to conclude that, 
certainly the suggestions come forward to us at our 
information centres, and I can speak from experience as 
well, that it is basically open season on MNR at their 
information centres. People come forward with all 


sorts of concerns and issues. 
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We have given instruction, and I believe 
it is reflected in our terms and conditions in fact, 
that all comments that come forward by members of the 
public during the information centres or any other 
manner in which we hear about them during timber 
management planning, they are recorded and each one is 
responded to directly, and other information is 
contained in terms and conditions. 

If you would permit me to conclude this 
portion of the evidence and I would ask for Exhibit 
2267, page 4 to be put back asi 

I will just point out to you that the 
last four points on this page are in fact a summary of 
conversations we have been having for the last few 
months. 

One being that the inspection reports are 
held at the district level for the full period of the 
plan as well as for one year afterward, so some of them 
have been held for up to six years. That information 
is summarized and contained in the annual report as 
well as in the report of past forest operations, and 
that we believe that information will be able to be a 
useful source of information when we go to revise our 
implementation manuals, and indeed the key point is to 


record these undesirable observed conditions for 
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potential follow-up and advise the appropriate people. 

Turning now to page five, I would like to 
spend a few moments and look at a summarizing response 
that we provided to interrogatories. 

The area inspection process is new as of 
April 1990, and it has -- one that we have mentioned in 
our Statement of Evidence, statement number 2, we 
thought it would be appropriate to give the Board some 
ideas as to the results of that program and an 
indication of what is happening in the early 
development of the program. 

The program has just started up really, 
and we are quite pleased with the enthusiasm showed by 
the staff and the number of reports that are coming in. 
As I indicated, the average district is between 200 and 
300 hundred reports. 

We do think that this program is one that 
has great potential for us and it is our intention to 
expand it to produce -- to collect additional 
inspections, to ensure that we do have compliance with 
the plan. We think that is a responsible thing to do 
after the investment of time and effort in the planning 
process. We do hope to expand and to give Lhe Board 
some indication of how it is currently going, we 


conducted a telephone survey, if you will, in four 
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districts; one in each of the northern regions in 
preparing evidence to include in the reply statement 
number 2. Contacts from Sioux Lookout, Wawa, Atikokan 
and Timmins. These particular districts were chosen as 
a result of MNR staff on our team involved in preparing 
evidence were personally aware of some individuals 
there and we expected that we should be able to get a 
big co-operation, quick turn around time in preparing 
information for us. 

We did conduct that survey then and 
prepared some evidence and permitted it -- showed it in 
Reply Statement Evidence number 2 on page 16. 

Information there is actually from 1l 
months worth of data, and it shows 85 per cent 
compliance, 10 per cent minor non-compliance, and 5 per 
cent significant non-compliance. 

That information gave rise to some 
interrogatories by the Forests for Tomorrow and the 
Ministry of the Environment. 

Forests for Tomorrow had asked for 
further information on the non-compliance aspects and 
Pieeniiierry of the Environment was looking for further 
information on the undesirable conditions observed. 

In order to prepare that information, we 


went back to those districts with a tabular style 
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questionnaire and asked them to fill in the blanks and 
that information has since been provided in responses 
to the interrogatories and is in the package that was 
filed yesterday, Exhibit 2259 . 

I don't intend aA go through those tables 
now and spend any time with them, but I thought it 
might be helpful just to summarize some observations 
that I have made on the basis of those tables. 

On the information on non-compliance on 
Forests for Tomorrow interrogatory number 4, I believe 
it demonstrates that there is a large number of 
inspections that have occurred, that there's a range of 
Situations that are encountered and that the reports 
are recording the comments about the actions taken or 
simply comments/observations that have been made. 

There is also varying levels of 
information reported. Not all of it is dealing with 
compliance and noncompliance situations. 

The reports seem to be being used for 
recording field notes by our staff, and as such there 
is quite a bit of extra information contained. 

On the tables that are prepared in 
response to MOE number 12, the information on 
undesirable conditions, it does have that there is a 


number of undesirable conditions being encountered. 
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Some are from environmental concern, some are of a 
Management nature, and some is simply new information 
that those groups may have known. And again, in those 
forms there is some miscellaneous information been 
reported. 

We were quite pleased actually with the 
Wynford Case (phoen) and the result that you see in the 
inspection reports. It does show that staff are making 
great effort to put the new program in place and it 
does point out to me that we need to spend some 
additional time communkcabitg Our Original intention of 
the program and to help fine tune some of the comments 
that are being recorded. 

On one hand I don't have any difficulty 
with the condition of field notes being recorded. Some 
of them are quite interesting. I am concerned with, as 
the file grows during the six years within which it is 
kept, that we may have a lot of extra information in 
there that is not truly necessary and may contribute to 
an unnecessary burden in compiling that information for 
the summary reports. 

The conclusion then, I think I would draw 
that in fact that the area inspection process reports 
do show that our inspection program is working, that 


field observations are being recorded, and that in the 
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case of many situations that the necessary corrective 
actions are also recorded on that summary form. 

As I was indicating earlier, that this 
information will be kept until one year after the 
Lanne management plan expiry, and that the information 
will be recorded in summary form in both the annual 
report and the report of past forest operations. 

The information contained in the tables 
provided in the interrogatories is not in summary form. 
It is just a simple listing, according to the request 
made by the parties in the interrogatories, and that 
concludes that portion. 

MR. MARTEL: Can I ask you one question, 
Mr. Kennedy. The summary of area inspection report, 
that is to be part of the annual report, I am wondering 
how you are going to aggregate that just so that it 
makes -- well, you can probably have a tone, if you 
don't, and how you are going to deal with that 
terminology which is going to be used right across the 
area of the undertaking. Can you make some sense out 
Of" Lt? 

MR. KENNEDY: I share that soneeren Mr. 
Martel. It is an area that we have not put our mind to 
yet, or given directions to staff as to how they might 


go about that -- our current emphasis is put on 
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Starting the program up and ensuring getting the actual 


reports collected. 

But as the numbers grow, as each district 
is having, as I say, in the neighbourhood of up to 300 
reports prepared for a year, that there clearly is a 
need to provide some administrative mechanism to 
consolidate that information. 

Some of the discussions that we have had 
of a preliminary nature have been to summarize the 
information according to subject areas such as those 
relevant to some of the guidelines and use those as a 
framework for presentation of information. 

So there might be comments such as in the 
non-compliance area there might be comments that deal 
with trespasses and reserves or cutting reserve 
boundaries or dealing with noncompliance with 
silvicultural ground rules, and getting some indication 
to the number of instances where that has occurred, be 
a percentage illustrated numbers and some indication as 
to what generic follow-up action is taken and also what 
corrective action would be necessary in a subsequent 
planning process. It is an area that we have not 
provided in a direction at this time. 


MADAM CHAIR: Mr. Freidin, is this a good 


time for our morning break? 
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MR. FREIDIN: Yes. 

MADAM CHAIR: We will be back in 20 
minutes. 

---Recess at 9:50 a.m. 
---On resuming at 10:20 a.m. 

MR. FREIDIN: Mr. Kennedy, I think the 
next, the last section of direct evidence of this panel 
deals with reporting and audits, and I would like to 
handout an overhead, Madam Chair, which I understand 
will be Exhibit 2268. It is 10 pages in length. 
---EXHIBIT NO. 2268: Document entitled Reporting 

and Audits. 

MR. FREIDIN: Q. You are on, Mr. 
Kennedy. 

MR. KENNEDY: A. Madam Chair, this 
section is to deal with the reports ares have 
prepared, both for the Board information level as well 
as provincial reporting, and the second overhead, as 
part of 2268, describes the annual report for the 
forest management unit. 

The details of this one are described in 
term condition 65, ending in appendix 18 for terms and 
conditions. 

The basic requirement, report content, 


has remained unchanged since we spoke to you last on it 
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and this is the report that is in the current timber 
management planning manual. 

We have added to the reporting 
requirements, and I don't intend to revisit all of the 
earlier contents; just to highlight these two points. 

That is, the annual report for the forest 
management unit will now contain information on primary 
and secondary roads that have been gated signed or 
physically or naturally abandoned in the summary of the 
area inspection reports for the management unit, as I 
indicated, just a few moments ago. 

Both these ideas have come forward during 
Our negotiation sessions. There was specific interest 
in having that information available in the public 
forum, and one party particularly suggested that we may 
include those in the annual report and we have. 

I think that these enhancements will 
improve our basic reporting requirements and will 
assist us in tracking the planning implementation and 
also assist us in keeping records in a summary form for 
use in preparing the, report of past forest operations. 

re iwet $2.82 Chair, we retained another 
report which -- reporting that we do and that is the 
central reporting of pesticide use and that information 


has remained virtually unchanged since our earlier 
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terms and conditions and it is highlighted in our Reply 
Statement Evidence, and I don't intend go into any 
further details of that here today. 

At the provincial level we have a set of 
two reports; an.Annual Report on Timber Management 
which is described in some detail at appendix 20, and a 
State of the Forest Report, that is prepared every five 
years and is described in appendix 22. 

In the Provincial Annual Report on Timber 
Management, recording only one change we talked about 
in our reply statement, and that is using of the phrase 
"recording conditions surveys," which is a broader 
category than we had in our reports previously and we 
allowed for more complete reporting. That is the only 
Significant change worthy of note in the Annual Report 
on Timber Management. 

In the case of the State of the Forest 
Report, there are a number of changes which are worthy 
of note. The first one being is that the report will 
now report on the estimated change in forest growing 
Stock, “Lawits Speak to that further in just a moment. 

This report will provide a provincial 
overview of silvicultural effectiveness and will report 
on wood supply synopsis and projections. 


We've had a new requirement here to 
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report on an description of typical strategies used to 
address wood supply concerns. Some Suggestions were 
made that we include comments about the future wood 
Supply in the province, and that this be done every 
five years as part of this report. 

We have also indicated that we think a 
helpful part of this report will be to report on items 
of interest, and we have indicated examples of that 
could be summary of advances in science and technology, 
discussion of provincial level problems and issues and 
related programs to address them. 

I think in doing that we will be 
providing information of interest to the publics in 
terms of progress reporting, of interesting innovations 
that occur during that five year period. 

I notice though, that in the Board's 
Statement of Issues, there was a concern, or a 
question, raised about why we had changed the 
estimated -- sorry, why we had moved the estimated 
change in forest growing stock requirement from our 
annual report to the State of the Forest Report. I 
would like now just to spend a few more minutes on 
that one. 


Estimated change in forest growing stock 


is a preview to describe -- providing information on 
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the changes that have occurred in the forest over a 
period of time. 

In order to do that, you need a baseline 
or a starting point, and for that we are planning to 
use Forest Resources of Ontario, 1986. A document that 
was previously made an exhibit. 

To keep it up-to-date, we need to look at 
change data, and to this end we look at natural 
disturbance data, such as fire and the results of 
timber management activities such as areas that have 
reached or achieved -- 

We are recording this basic change data 
now in an annual form and in detail at the management 
unit level, and we record the recent information as 
part of the annual reports which were described in 
appendix 18. 

On page 5 of Exhibit 2268, I have just 
listed the items that would be consulted in looking at 
preparing that change data; area harvested and area 
naturally depleted, volume harvested, regeneration, 
areas tended and area treated for protection, and areas 
declared free-to-grow. 

eee the provincial level reports, The 
State of the Forest in appendix 20, similar information 


that contributes to understanding change data is the 
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harvest volumes in the Summary of the areas declared 
free-to-grow, results and condition surveys. 

We noted that there is a need to 
communicate this change data, that people are 
interested in how their forest is growing and how the 
forest is fluctuating changes, and although we will be 
advising the public on these changes at the annual 
level as to what the specifics are, there is more of an 
interest in knowing what it means across the total 
provincial forest picture, and for that basis, it is 
difficult to describe those changes on an annual basis 
and have some real appreciation for the changes. 

Basically and simply put, the numbers are 
so small on the provincial scale that they're very hard 
to detect in terms of changes to the total growing 
stock. 

Rather than showing those on an annual 
basis, we have moved that requirement to a proposal now 
to the five year State of the Forest Report and it is 
our intention to report on the estimated change on that 
level. 

By aggregating five years worth of data 
then, we will be able to show a larger change. We 
think that will be more easily to portray and more 


easily understood by individuals. 
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In addition to the actual changes that 
are occurring in accruals and depletions to the land 
base it will also be necessary from time to time to 
report on such things as the forest growth Gurung gerne 
period, and that is -- one of our intentions is to 
pursue that idea for portrayal in this part of the 
change in growing stock. 

We do think then, that the portrayal of 
these larger change information will be able to assist 
the preliminary understanding on changes that are going 
on and the trend information that will result from that 
portrayal of information over time as to the status of 
the forest resources and material. 

By way of summary then, in our public 
reporting at the forest management unit level, during 
planning we will be reporting on the preparation of 
timber management plans themselves and we will review 
the approval process that result through. 

The annual work schedule of inspections 
are available for people to come in and have a look at 
them. 

During the course of planning we also -- 
during the implementation of planning we also provide 
reports on prescribed burning and on pesticide 


applications. All those items occur during the 
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planning stages. 

When we are reporting on plan 
implementation then, we report on such things as 
post-burn reports for prescribed burns, post-operations 
reports when we are conducting aerial pesticide 
operations, and the annual report for the forest 
management unit, and at the five year level we report 
past forest operations. All those items that you spoke 
of are occurring at the forest management unit level. 

At the provincial level, we are preparing 
the provincial annual report on timber management. You 
May recall from our earlier evidence that this is the 
report that is intended to be filed in the legislature 
and be given wide distribution. 

In a similar fashion we have prepared a 
five year State of the Forest Report with the same 
intention, to have it prepared for use in the 
legislature as well as for a wider audience. 

We believe that to that series of 
reporting we are going to be providing access to key 
information, that the public has declared an interest 
in. The specific information will also be of use to 
forest managers in preparing reports and monitoring 


their activities and providing information as a general 


interest to the public. 
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We believe that we have designed our 
reporting requirements to report relevant information 
to the appropriate level. Some information at the 
management unit level, others is more applicable at the 
provincial level. Some information is more appropriate 
to report on an annual basis and other information is 
more appropriate to summarize and present once in a 
five year sense. So I believe we have struck a happy 
medium in preparing that information. 

The kind of subject matters that we are 
now reporting on has been expanded and the level of 
details has been more explicitly stated in our terms 
and conditions as a result of some of the input 
received through negotiation process. 

We have also made Onn mente to report 
on new developments, to keep people abreast of the kind 
of information that will be coming out as we implement 
terms and conditions, and that we intend fe report more 
on just simply the numbers, we make the observation in 
the past that the Minister of Natural Resources is too 
often -- that annual reports that are simply a listing 
of numbers of accomplishments, trees planted, various 
treated without any discussion of the significance of 


those numbers. 


Throughout our reporting requirements we 
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have described additions to that basic information 
which is needed, but we now intend to include 
discussions, analyses and interpretations of that 
information to assist you in using and understanding 
that information and to get involved in some areas of 
timber management planning. 

Simply, we put in place a reporting 
System, and also we've managed to get it up to the 
provincial level in reporting appropriate information 
at individual levels. 

Turning now to a new subject, which is 
still in the Exhibit 2268, beginning on page 9, the 
subject of auditing. 

MNR has proposed two types of audits; one 
is the internal operational audits, and the other is an 
independent operational audits, which would include 
forest management agreement audits. 

In our earlier events of Panel 16, you 
have heard some discussion of our audits and program, 
and just to highlight some of that information here, 
the internal operational audit has been expanded from 
when you heard of it last. We will be using an 
interdisciplinary team conducting those audits and the 


team will comment on the status of inventory 


information. 
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This is a suggestion that has come 
forward again during negotiations, that we add an 
additional requirement to our auditing process so that 
MNR is kept abreast of what information is available 
for timber management planning. 

We are also asking our team to comment on 
plan implementation and to provide us some feedback on 
how well the planning process has worked and how the 
plans are being implemented in operations, to augment 
information we obtain through our compliance program. 

Independent audits are a subject matter 
again we discussed in our Panel 16 evidence earlier on, 
and we believe that it is appropriate to build on the 
experience that we have had in the forest management 
unit audits, and we have expanded that idea to a 
collection of company and Crown course management 
units. 

We do intend to conduct some. random 
auditing of those management units. We are not quite 
sure what the exact number of audits will be that we 
will conduct on those other units, but they will be in 
addition to those which we conduct on a forest 
management agreements which is to audit each one of the 


agreement areas. 


When we came up with the local and 
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citizens' committee roles and responsibilities, one of 
the suggestions that had come forward was to provide an 
Opportunity for the local citizens' committee to meet 
with independent audit teams and to provide their 
direct input to the independent audit rather have than 
the information filter through MNR, and our terms and 
conditions we've provided for that opportunity. 

In order to get maximum benefit of the 
audit results -- 

MADAM CHAIR: Can you remind the Board, 
the last report we got on audit was by Mr. Duncanson. 
Was he doing the FMA audit? 

MR. KENNEDY: Yes, I believe Mr. 
Duncanson was involved in several of the recent 
bepensent audits of forest management units. 

MADAM CHAIR: Can you remind the Board if 
any of those included company and Crown management 
units? 

MR. KENNEDY: No, they did not. 

As of this time we have not instituted 


the independent audits on Crown land management units. 


our current program deals only with forest management 


agreement areas and we are looking for additional 
funding to implement these terms and conditions and one 


of the items that we are currently not able to 
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implement are independent audits on Crown and company 
units. 

MR. MARTEL: Have you given any thought 
as to who would make up the independent audit teams? 

MR. KENNEDY: Well, Mr. Martel, we are 
currently moved to a system of looking for obtaining 
auditors through a contractual basis on the open 
market; looking for bids to come forward from firms and 
we are looking for people who have experience in timber 
management operations generally, and those that have 
experience in performing audited type functions would 
certainly be desirable candidates. Beyond that we have 
not identified specific individuals who we consider to 
be suitable and qualified to conduct audits. 

That is a matter that we are hoping -- 
sorry, we have recognized that this is an area where 
there is some potential for growth in providing that 
Ferries: It 1s a service that is relatively new to the 
province, although we have had forest management 
agreement audits in place since the mid '80s. We are 
looking at expanding that requirement now to a 
considerable level which I believe will require 
additional people in that field and expertise. 

MR. MARTEL: I hope MNR is sensitive to 


the fact that the public can be suspicious on occasion 
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and that the people who make up the audit teams must, 


in fact, not only be independent but appear to be 


independent. Otherwise the Suspicion, and we have seen 
this in many other studies, in many other fields, in 


other words, Atlantic Finance and the police looking 


_after police and so on. That somehow we really have to 


get over that hurdle to gain the confidence and the 
trust of the public, which is a large portion of this 
whole exercise, and I hope MNR is taking that into 
consideration when they devise how they are going to do 
this auditing. | 

MR. KENNEDY: Mr. Martel, we are aware of 
that concern. I can advise you that in response to 
that concern, going the tender route is one way of 
attempting to get some outside expertise and to obtain 
auditors at arm's length, if you will, that aren't 
simply appointed by MNR. 

I should also point out that we have 
relied upon the academic community to come forward and 
participate in our audits on a number of occasions and 
we have academics involved in the auditing process 
which have long been removed from MNR. I believe that 
provides us both a fresh insight in the kind of 
activities to be audited as well as some true 


independence, if you will, outside MNR. 
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So we are aware of that concern and 
certainly take your comments to heart when we look at 
instituting implementation of this program. 

In order to get maximum benefit out of 
the audit eesateas we do want to share them with as 
wide a range of people as possible. 

It is are intention to have the audits 
displayed -- sorry, to have them available to the 
public throughout the distribution system, have them 
listed in our list of publications, but specifically 
have them available for inspection at information 
centres that are held through implementation and 
planning. We do have them included right from stage 
one, at the first information centre, right through to 
our planning process. 

We have also indicated that we will be 
reporting in our Report of Past Forest Operations, a 
summary of any audit results that have been prepared 
that are particular to a forest management unit. We 
think it is an appropriate way of trying to consolidate 
that information, again sharing it to a broader range 
of people. That means that that audit information will 
be contained right in the timber management plans as an 
integral part of Report of Past Forest Operations. 


So we could pick the plan up and see 
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experience from the previous plans implementation, as 
well as what the changes were in the system plan. 

We think then that this program that we 
put in place will allow us to monitor a consistency of 
application for our process across the management 
units. It will contribute to our desire to share 
information and experience between the forest 
management units, and by buying independent we are able 
to get a second opinions as to how well we are doing. 

On internal audits we rely heavily and 
have relied on heavily pada comin in MNR in the 
forest program to keep us on track and to share 
information. But we recognize that going independent 
provides us with that second opinion which is, as you 
have indicated, Mr. Martel, very important these days. 

By having the information pre-available 
to the public, available information such as recorded 
in the plan and by having local citizens' committees 
involved with the independent audits, we believe that 
this will be -- are all steps that we can use to 
improve communications with the general public on these 
matters. 

MADAM CHAIR: Mr. Kennedy, can you remind 
the Board what the status is of the work that is going 


on in inspecting regeneration areas across the north, 
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and I think that is conducted by Professor Harrington. 
Does MNR consider that to be an audit and can you 
remind the Board if we are going to hear about that 
before we are finished? 

MR. KENNEDY: Yes, it is an independent 
forest audit. It is an issue that is put together as 
part of our sustainable forestry initiative, and you 
are correct in that Mr. Harrington is the leader of 
that particular group. 

The audit encountered some difficulty in 
getting the level of field inspections eonaucced in the 
first year of start-up, hence they are slightly behind 
in their schedule than they had hoped to be at this 
time, but I am sure they are making good progress and I 
believe that as of this field season, they have been 
able to recoup their lost time with additional work. 

The audit results are intended to come in 
in the fall of '92, and as such the audit team will be 
making their report and recommendation to the Minister. 

at is Our intention to briefly mention 
this audit, independene forest audit, as part of our 
Sustainable forestry program, as part of Panel No. 4, 
but I don't believe that we will be in a position to be 
providing you with any more detailed information as to 


the audit results, in that we expect them they be 
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coming in after the Board has stopped sitting. 


MR. FREIDIN: That is the evidence 
in-chief for the witness Reply Statement No. 2 


MADAM CHAIR: Thank you very much, 


gentlemen. 

Mr. Lindgren, you will be 
cross-examining? 

MR. LINDGREN: Yes, Madam Chair. 

MADAM CHAIR: What was your estimate of 
the time that you anticipate cross-examining, Mr. 
Lindgren? 

MR. LINDGREN: My original estimate was 
that I would be approximately half a day. I now think 
I should be able to be completed within two and a half 
to three hours. Of course, I am counting on the 
co-operation of the witnesses to meet that objective. 

MS. GILLESPIE: We are going to be 
cross-examining on this panel, Madam Chair, but it will 
be quite brief because most of our silvicultural 
effectiveness questions will be in Panel 3. 

We have discussed that with Mr. Freidin, 
and we are not going to do it twice and they will be 
reserved for Panel 3. 

MADAM CHAIR: Then it is likely we will 


be finished with this witness panel today, Mr. Freidin. 
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MR. LINDGREN: Thank you, Madam Chair, 
Mr. Martel. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR. LINDGREN: 

Q. If I could, Mr. McNicol, could if I 
start with you and your analysis of clearcut sizes 
under the 1991 TMPs. 

First of all can I ask you, did you 
personally conduct this review of the clearcut sizes? 

MR. McNICOL: A. I didn't personally do 
it. I asked for the individuals that were involved 
with those TMPs to compile the information and then it 
was forwarded to me. 

QO. “Sovis at fair to say that you donc 
have any direct or first-hand knowledge of the clearcut 
sizes under the 1991 plans? 

A. That is not entirely correct. I have 
been involved with some of the planning teams that have 
provided information and do have first knowledge of -- 
first-hand knowledge of some of these plans and cuts, 
clearcuts, within those plans. 

Q. But for the majority of cuts that are 
depicted in your evidence, I take it that you don't 
have any direct or first-hand knowledge of those cuts; 


is that correct? 


A. That would be correct. 
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Q. Can you tell me what criteria were 


used to determine the size of a clearcut under this 


-review? 


A. The criteria were not as rigorous as 
the criteria that were set down in the clearcut 
exercise, our Statement of Evidence, 10B. 

The criteria that were put forward, that 
it was to be the exterior boundary of cuts that was 
used as the demarcation point for the size 
determination. 

fisesienr oes ae how much residual, for 
instance, was left within a cut, and if you remember 
the clearcut exercise we had different designations for 
the amount of residual varying all the way from none, 
i.e., an open clearcut, to very heavy or even uncut. 
But those criteria were not used. So the exterior 
boundary of the planned cut-over was to be what 
demarcated the size that was measured. 

With respect to contiguity, the guideline 
there was that if there was a neck down between two 
adjacent cuts and that neck down was 400 metres or 
less, then those two adjoining cuts would be considered 
two, not one. 

Further, with respect to modifications 


that may have been made to a cut, with respect, for 
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instance, to application of the moose habitat 
management guidelines, if a break, for want of a better 
word, had been enoineeced into a large open clearcut, 
and that break wae 120 metres in width or more, then 
those two pieces of that same cut-over could be counted 
as two and not one. 

Q. Well, I guess I have a number of 
questions arising from that information. Firstly, are 
you telling us that, for the purposes of this exercise, 
moose corridors exceeding 120 metres in width were 
determined to be boundaries between cuts? 

A. That would be correct, yes. 

Q. And what about road corridors with 
reserves or rivers or streams with reserves? Were they 
considered to be boundaries between cuts? 

A. No. As I indicated, the modification 
to the cut would have had to have been one that was to 
deal with a moose habitat concern. So a riparian 
reserve, for instance, a 30 metre reserve through an 
open clearcut, would not constitute an adequate break 
with respect to application moose habitat management 
guidelines. It would have to be 120 metres or more to 
allow for a separation of that cut. 

Q. Well then are you telling me any 


break exceeding 120 metres in width is considered to be 
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a boundary between cuts? 

A. That is correct. 

Q. And were you also indicating that the 
criteria for contiguous clearcuts from the earlier 
clearcutting exercise, those criteria were not used in 
this particular exercise either? 

A. In as much as those criteria, for 
instance, ask for size equal to an average annual cut 
to be interspersed between one cut and another before 
contiguity was broken, that particular criterion for 
determining contiguity or discontiguity was not 
applied, that is correct. 

Q. You have also indicated in your 
evidence that you looked at, or had people look at, 
some 17 plans that were approved in 1991. 

Can you tell me in total how many plans 
were approved in 1991? 

A. Seventeen. 

Q. If the criteria for contiguous 
clearcuts from the earlier clearcutting exercise were 
used, are you in a position to tell me anything about 
the sizes of the contiguous cuts that have been 
approved in the 1991 plans? 

A. We did not ask for an assessment of 


contiguity with respect to this particular exercise. 
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What we were interested in was the size of individual 
cuts. So my answer to your question is no, I cannot. 

Qyv “And I take it thatein the context=or 
this exercise, you did not look at other aspects such 
as lead times? 

A. That is correct. 

Q. Now, I ask you to turn to your 
summary chart, which is found at tab 2 of the witness 
statement. Did you prepare this chart, Mr. McNicol? 

A. I did. 

Q. Now, I have taken all of the numbers 
in the right-hand column under the heading, Number of 
Clearcuts of 260 Hectares or More," and I came up with 
a total of some 94 cuts. Is that an accurate summary? 

A. I haven't done that, Mr. Lindgren, 
but I will take your word for it. 

Q. And you have also indicated, in terms 
of the total area in clearcuts of 260 hectares or more, 
approximately some 55,000 hectares are in those 
clearcuts; is that correct? 

A. That is correct. 

Q. Well, I have taken the 55,000 
hectares and divided it by the 94 cuts and I came up 
with an average cut of some 586 hectares. Can you 


confirm that arithmetic for me? 
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A. Without my calculator I can't, but in 
as much as I trust your math, I will suggest that you 
if divide 55,000 by 99, you would come up with roughly 
that number, yes. 

Q. Well, let's round it off to 600 
hectares. Do you consider that to be a large clearcut? 

A. I think applying simple math to this 
particular situation probably is wrong. To imply that 
each of those cuts is of approximately that size would 
be wrong. Many are smaller, some are larger. 

So to answer your question directly, is a 
600 hectare clearcut large, depends on your 
perspective, but certainly the average person would 
take that as a large clearcut, yes. 

Q. Well, I have tried to determine the 
average sizes in some of the other units. My 
arithmetic tells me that in the Gordon Cosens Forest, 
the average of the 61 cuts that we see there, is some 
700 hectares. Can you confirm that? 

A. Again, the math would be 61 cuts into 
41,000 hectares and again, I will trust your math. 

Q. And similarly, Terrace Bay, we see an 


average of some 750 per clearcut. Do you consider that 


to be a large cut? 


A. I am sorry, Mr. Lindgren, I didn't 
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get the first part of your comment. 

Q. Well, I have come up with a similar 
averaging exercise for the Terrace Bay exercise, and I 
came up with a figure of some 750 hectares as the 
average cut size. I am looking at the Blacker (phoen) 
Forest FMA. 

A. Yes, in those three cuts that are 
identified, right. 

Q. And do you consider a 750 hectare cut 
to be a large cut? 

A. I think the average person would 
consider that is a large cut, yes. 

oh Now, you have indicated in your 
summary, at the bottom of page 2 of tab 2, that some 
4.5 per cent of 16 plans had clearcuts exceeding 260 
hectares. I take it you are not in a position today to 
give me the actual size of the individual cuts that 
exceeded 260 hectares in those plans? 

A. I am not. 

Q. Would it be an onerous undertaking on 
your part to make the inquiries and telling Oak 
writing what the actual sizes'were for each of the cuts 
that were in excess of 260 hectares? 

A. Yes, it would be. That would mean 


going back to each of the individual plans and maps -- 
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Sorry, pulling out the area of concern charts for 12 
and identifying individually for the 91 or so cuts that 
were identified, that is 260 hectares or more, the 
actual size. And I guess my question would be, does 
that -- that helps you in some way knowing the 
individual size of each of the cuts that exceeded 260? 
Given the context in which this information is 
presented, then overall you are looking at 14 per cent 
of the total land base that existed in cuts of that 
size. 

Q. Well, you have just indicated to me 
that you do not think it is a proper approach to look 
at the average, and you have said some are bigger, some 
are smaller. 

My question to you is, okay, tell me how 
big, tell me how small. We would like to get some 
sense as to what is the actual size.of the actual cuts 
that have been approved in excess of 260 hectares. Now 
somebody has gone and counted them, somebody has 
totalled up the area. I don't think it would be very 
excessive or unreasonable to ask you to in fact tell us 
what the actual sizes were. 

A. Well, I would suggest that we could 
provide that information if you thought it was useful 


to you. The usefulness of it is escaping me, but if 
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you think it is useful to you, we can have the authors 
of those plans go back and make a recording of each of 
the individual sizes of cuts that exceeded 260 
hectares. 

MR. MARTEL: I would like to know, when 
you are doing that, what you have conveyed to the 
public as to the need for those size of cuts. I think 
I expressed a concern that we saw from the public at 
all the hearings we were at, of their concern, which is 
different from a scientific concern. They look at it 
and say it is too big. I don't like it. I'm the owner 
and I don't like it. 

The figure 4.5 on its own looks 
relatively small, except that when you start to measure 
a number of cuts that size there has got to be some -- 
you hope to get the public on your side. You are going 
to have to do some real explaining, I would think, to 
the public, to convince See that that is the right way 
to go, and when you just look at figures, just from Mr. 
Kennedy this morning, it nossa mean much. But when 
the public sees that it means a lot more to them. 

I am not sure that their message has got 
through then. When the latest plans show that some of 
these could be a thousand hectares, I mean if-there is 


a reason, I think it is imperative that it's got to be 
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conveyed to the public and this doesn't tell us much as 
to why those were -- went to that extreme, if I can use 
that. 

MR. MCNICOL: I am sure you remember, Mr. 
Martel, that what we do require for those cuts that 
exceed 260 hectares is a rationalization for that size. 
So that rationalization does exist in the plan, and if 
a member of the public, for instance, was going hunting 
and noticed a particularly large cut that wasn't there 
last year and did have some concern about that, could 
come back to the district and the rationale for that 
planed cut could be explained to him. 

MR. MARTEL: Well, that is right and I 
was aware of that. My concern is how do you convince 
the public that clearcuts of that size are beneficial. 

MR. McNICOL: As we spoke yesterday, I 
think we recognized that this is a significant 
challenge. 

I believe, personally, that one way to 
deal with that problem is to try to educate the public 
with respect to natural disturbance patterns in the 
forest. 

Many people, I think, forget that cutting 
is just one other type of disturbance that occurs in 


that forest. That there are other natural types. That 
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indeed if we are talking about the northern boreal 
forest, create quite a large disturbance pattern over 
time, and if people come to understand that that 
natural disturbance pattern and the size of the cuts 
that occur there, in the context of natural disturbance 
patterns is not unduly large, and that the species that 
have evolved in that forest have evolved with that kind 
of large scale disturbance pattern, I think there is 
some hope that we can make them understand that large 
cuts in and of themselves are not a bad thing. 

MR. MARTEL: I hear you, Mr. McNicol, 
except that I hear Forests for Tomorrow, who is one of 
the parties talking about biodiversity and landscape 
management, expressing tremendous concern, and I think 
I indicated to Mr. Lindgren at our last meeting here a 
couple of weeks ago, I would hope that in their 
information that they are going present in final 
argument, they can tell me how their terms and 
conditions correspond directly to the concern that is 
before us now. 

If there is a expressed concern about 750 
hectares, how does that tie in with terms and 
conditions which say that if you only cut a hundred 
when in fact the whole -- as I understand it, deals 


with natural disturbances which have created the forest 
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that's out there. So I am Sitting here trying to 


figure out who is going where. You know, it like the 
three stodges about who is on first, and quite frankly 
I have some difficulty following the arguments back and 
forth determining who is on first on what issue. 

MR. MCNICOL: To be honest, Mr. Martel, 
we do have some trouble with Forests for Tomorrow's 
case in understanding those two concepts. 

The two concepts do seem to be in 
Opposition to one another, and as you say, perhaps we 
will have to wait until final argument to see how that 
seeming inconsistency is reconciled. But we, too, have 
some trouble understanding how those two approaches 
match. 

MR. LINDGREN: Well, I can assure you, 
Mr. Martel, that this is a subject matter that will be 
extensively addressed in final argument. 

I can say this. We see no inconsistency 


whatsoever between the two approaches. I thought it 


| was fully and adequately explained by the FFT witnesses 


and indeed our silvicultural guidelines, which call for 
a general range of sizes subject to exceptions that can 
be even larger, seems to me to be totally consistent 
with the approach we heard Mr. Kennedy describe in the 


U.S. forest service, one that's with exceptions. I 
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don't see any inconsistency there whatsoever. 

Q. Mr. McNicol, before we move on to 
tne 

MR. FREIDIN: Before you move on, in 
relation to the request for the undertaking, Madam 
Chair, Mr. McNicol has indicated that it would be 
onerous task for MNR staff to do what has specifically 
been requested. 

The rationale for those clearcuts will be 
contained in those plans which Mr. Lindgren could have 
sought to review prior to coming here. But more 
importantly, having regard to the nature of this 
evidence and the comment by Mr. McNicol that he has 
agreed with Mr. Lindgren that clearcuts of 700 hectares 
approximately to the average person would be a large 
cut. 

Now, to have the Ministry go back and get 
all this information to say well, you know, if it was 
750 or 900 or 635, it is not going to change the 
magnitude of the number as to whether it is going to 
be large in Mr. Lindgren's view. 

So I do not see that the result of that 
work is going to be of any assistance to the Board in 
dealing with the issue that is important to Mr. 


Lindgren's client, and I would respectfully submit that 
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the Board should rule that the request is unreasonable. 

MR. LINDGREN: Madam Chair, if I could 
just respond to that briefly. 

I think it has been fairly noted on a 
number of occasions that the issue of clearcut size is 
a matter of profound importance, not only to FFT, but 
to individual members of the public who have attended 
before you. 

I think the tab 2 summary conceals more 
information than it displays in the sense that we still 
don't know how big the actual cuts are under the 1991 
plans, and for that reason I suggest to you, very 
respectfully, Madam Chair, that it is important to find 
out how big are the cuts continuing to be. Are they a 
thousand, are there 1,500 hectare cuts being approved. 
We don't know that from this information, and that is 
why I would think it would be important for the Board 
and the parties to get that information as 
expeditiously as possible. 

MADAM CHAIR: Mr. Lindgren, you are going 
to have to be a little more precise about what you want 
and then try to persuade us why we need to know any 
more than the point you have made, and the point you 
are making to the Board, is that the average size of 


the 14 per cent of clearcuts exceeding 260 hectares is 
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in the order of 500 to 600 hectares or larger. That is 
the point you are making. And what further information 
with respect to that 14 per cent or 94 clearcuts over 
260 hectares would you want to make? 

MR. LINDGREN: Well, the point is simply 
this, Madam Chair. Determining what the average size 
is helpful, but it is not enough. It does not tell us 
how big the actual cuts are and in the average it could 
be disguising the fact that there still are a thousand 
hectare plus clearcuts being approved routinely. Well, 
not routinely, but still being approved in this 
province, and I think that would be information the 
Board would like to know. 

MADAM CHAIR: Mr. McNicol, do you have 
any -- are you telling Board that you do not have of 
these -- I believe Mr. Lindgren is in interested in the 
94 clearcuts exceeding 260 hectares. Do you have any 
itemization of the size of those clearcuts? 

MR. MCNICOL: I do not. 

MADAM CHAIR: Mr. Lindgren, one further 
question before we rule on this. 

Is the Board to understand that Forests 
for Tomorrow's position is that there can be exceptions 
to clearcut in size and in fact Forests for Tomorrow 


can envision situations where clearcut could be very 
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MR. LINDGREN: The short answer is yes. 

MADAM CHAIR: Okay. If that is your 
position, then what more do you need to know other than 
there are exceptions to the 260 hectare limit that 
would fall into that situation? 

MR. LINDGREN: Well, without getting into 
final argument, Madam Chair, I heard some evidence from 
the MNR in a previous panel to the effect that, and 
other witnesses in the hearing, to the effect that they 
do not like the approach taken by the FFT in the sense 
that we have suggested limits with exceptions. They 
would rather have guidelines so that you do not have to 
do, you know, any extensive or detailed exception 
reporting. They seem to suggest that that is putting 
the cart before the horse. You should be able to do it 
more routinely than that. So that is one point. 

The other point is, even under the FFT 
regime of limits with exceptions, I am not at all clear 
that we are still going to be seeing a thousand hectare 
or 1,500 hectare cuts, as we might be seeing now. 

MADAM CHAIR: So your position then, Mr. 
Lindgren, is that Forests for Tomorrow would be opposed 
to clearcuts larger than 260 hectares? 


MR. LINDGREN: No, Madam Chair. The FFT 
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terms and conditions have very clearly indicated that 
where there is an ecological or biological 
justification for a cut larger than the sizes 
prescribed in our guidelines, then that can be done; 
whether that is 260, 280, 300 hectares. Very clearly, 
we could envision some large cuts being undertaken 
within the Province of Ontario. 

THE COURT: So, Mr. Lindgren, what you 
want then, is you do not want just a listing of the 94 
clearcuts and their estimated size, you want to see as 
well the rationalization for those exceptions? 

MR. LINDGREN: Yes, Madam Chair. 

MR. MARTEL: Mr. Lindgren, I am trying to 
get a handle on your conditions. Until we know then 
what the size of the catastrophes are in Ontario that. 
have created the boreal forest as they exist today, how 
are we going to interpret Forests for Tomorrow's terms 
and conditions? Because until we know and have mapped 
out all of the catastrophes that have occurred, whether 
it is by fire or by infestation or whatever's created 
those areas, how are we to interpret the Ts & Cs until 
all of that is mapped? 

And that is what I am trying to get 
Straight in my head as I ask these questions of Forests 


for Tomorrow, to get a-handle on how we are going to 
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interpret it so that -- apply it, until you have got 
all that in place. 

MR. LINDGREN: Well again, without 
getting into final argument, Mr. Martel, I think I can 
tell you this. The silvicultural guidelines and the 
exceptions were drafted by foresters and they were to 
be implemented and used by foresters, and I think it is 
also fair to say that we don't have full and adequate 
knowledge of what the natural disturbance pattern looks 
like. I don't think the MNR has it, we don't have it. 

Notwithstanding that, I think we do have 
some information that would lead us in certain 
circumstances to authorize a larger cut, and the 
example that MNR uses from time to time is the 
woodlands caribou. We do know that the caribou does 
need some larger areas and that may mean larger cuts; 
cuts larger than 260 hectares. 

I can see foresters today and biologists 
developing that very prescription based on that 
knowledge. 

MADAM CHAIR: The Board will rule on this 
after lunch, Mr. Lindgren, and we would like you to 
talk to Mr. Freidin, and if you can come up with an 


agreement over lunch, fine. If not, we will rule on it 


immediately after lunch. 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


MNR Panel 2 668725 
(Reply Evidence) 
cr ex (Lindgren) 


MR. LINDGREN: Thank you, Madam Chair. 

Q. Mr. McNicol, continuing with you. We 
have heard the MNR claim, from time to time, that 
applying the moose habitat guidelines benefits some 70 
per cent of the terrestrial vertebrates in the area of 
the undertaking. 

Can you tell me precisely how these 70 
per cent are benefited when you are not applying the 
moose guidelines as rigorously as they should be, 
namely when you are exceeding the 260 hectare suggested 
area. 

MR. McCNICOL: A. The areas where we look 
to apply the moose habitat management guidelines 
rigorously are those areas we classified it as having 
moderate to high capability, to optimize moose 
densities. 

As a generalization, those are areas that 
in land form and thus vegetation type, there is 
diversity. So that relief in the topography has 
created different growing conditions for different 
forest types. That has created diversity in 
vegetational types and is also created, because of the 
juxtaposition of these vegetational types, a lot of 


edge. 


Those kind of conditions benefit a wide 
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range of wildlife species, not just moose. But it is 
in those areas where we do apply the guidelines with 
rigor. 

In areas of low capability, and these 
areas are characterized by a lack of relief as a 
generalization, and also monoculture type situations, 
there is not those inherent diversity factors of land 
form and vegetation that would support a diverse suite 
of species. 

So what I am saying is, in those areas 
where we do not apply the guidelines rigorously, there 
is not as diverse a suite of species in those forests 
as in forests where guidelines are applied rigorously, 
and the species that benefit, generally, froma 
rigorous application of the guidelines, do not, as a 
generalization, exist in those types of forests to the 
same degree as they do in those areas of moderate to 
high capability. 

So what I am suggesting is, they will 
disbenefit, if you will, in the same manner as moose 
will with a less rigorous application of the guideline. 

Q. So if I understand you correctly, if 
any of the 70 per cent of the species are in areas with 
low moose capability, they will disbenefit froma less 


rigorous application of the moose guidelines? 
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A. The disbenefit that I am referring to 
is the fact-that numbers will not be optimized in those 
tres ciene: because the conditions, the parameters, do 
not exist for them to be optimal, both for moose and 
for those suite of species that occupy the same types 
of habitats as moose do in those areas of moderate to 
high capability. 

Q. Well, on page 4 of your evidence you 
refer to the one plan that had more cuts greater than 
260 hectares. You indicated that that unit had some 
areas of highly uniform black spruce forests having low 
capability to support moose. 

Mr. McNicol, do you know the full range 
Or suite of species and flora and fauna that happen to 
occupy the uniform black spruce forest? 

A. I do not. 

Q. And I take it that the MNR does not 
see any problem with applying the moose habitat 
guidelines less rigorously in those situations, even 
where there may be a number of other species present in 
the uniform black spruce forest? 

A. Again, I would go back to the way 
that those forests were created in nature. Those low 
capability areas, and here I am talking about fairly 


wet sites and also very dry sites. As a generalization 
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those are the types of sites where you have low 
capability, lack of relief and topography and they are 
very dry or they are relatively wet sites. 

The monocultures that grow on those sites 
are the result of large scale disturbances in the past. 
The disturbances were large, therefore you have a large 
even aged, in many cases, monoculture that has been 
created. 

Relaxing the guidelines means that you 
are creating larger openings in that monoculture. 
That's the type of patch size or opening that is more 
common in that forest type than in the type of forest 
that is of moderate or high capability, which is again, 
the more diverse forest, where you have different 
forest stands as a result of your relief on those 
sites. 

Q. Are you telling me, Mr. McNicol, that 
clearcutting equals fire in every respect? 

A. No, I certainly am not. What I am 
saying, that in the context of opening sizes in the 
canopy, the type of disturbance pattern, and I'm not 
talking about clearcutting, mimicking fire to any 
extent. What I am suggesting is, that the way that 
forest canopy is disturbed, the opening sizes in that 


forest canopy tend to be large rather than small. 
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Q. Now, yesterday I provided to your 
counsel an excerpt from the 1985 to 1990 FMA reviews. 
Do you have a copy of that excerpt. 

Neer Al eley¢ 

MR. LINDGREN: Now, Madam Chair, I would 
like to file that as the next exhibit. 

MADAM CHAIR: That will be Exhibit 2269. 

MS. BLASTORAH: Is that 2269, Madam 
Chair? 

MADAM CHAIR: Yes. 

Mr. Lindgren could you identify this 
exhibit, which is determined by 2269? 

MR. LINDGREN: This is a three page 
document ren contains an excerpt from the five year 
review from the CP Forest Products Limited FMA for the- 
Brightsand Forest, and I have reproduced page 181 from 
that document. 

-~--EXHIBIT NO. 2269: Three-page document containing 
excerpt from the five year review from 
the CP Forest Products Limited FMA, for 
the Brightsand Forest. 

MR. LINDGREN: Q. Mr. McNicol have you 
had an opportunity to read page 181? 

MR. MCNICOL: A. I have. 

Q. At the top of the page, several lines 


down we see an indication that: 
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In the northern section of the 

Brightsand Forest, the moose guidelines 

have been applied less rigorously. 

Clearcut sizes in two areas examined 

during the field investigation exceeded 

present guidelines. The justifications 
for this move in the plan included the 
observations that these areas were 
largely monocultures supporting few moose 
at the present time and with such poor 
soils that they would be unlikely to 

Support high densities in the future. 

This may be a reasonable interpretation 

of the guidelines for this area, but does 

not address the Ministry claim that 
providing for moose habitat also provides 
for other forest wildlife. The committee 
would not like to see this practice 
become general. 

Now, we just heard from Mr. Kennedy, that 
these FMA audit teams are presumed to have independent 
expertise and they provide an important second opinion. 

Can you tell me if you are disagreeing 
with the audit team's concern about applying the moose 


guidelines less rigorously? 
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A. Indeed I am. As a member of the 
planning team that devised the Brightsands timber 
Management plan, we were aware that -- or we were 
suspicious of the fact that there may be important 
caribou habitat in the northern section of this plan 
that this particular piece is speaking to, in the 
Sessegana Lake area. 

We built into the plan the provision that 
because we did not have the information at that point 
in time, that if surveys, which were planned in the 
years of plan implementation, during those years, if it 
was determined that indeed important woodland caribou 
habitat did exist in this particular portion of the 
approved plan, that the plan would be amended to 
recognize that fact and that the plan would be adjusted 
to deal with woodland caribou. In the original plan we 
applied the guidelines less rigorously with respect to 
moose because that is a low capability area for moose. 

The fact that in our subsequent surveys 
did determine that it was important woodland caribou 
habitat, just corroborates that fact. 

The woodland caribou habitat is very 
different than moose habitat and our surveys confirmed 
that woodland caribou did exist there, that it was 


important habitat, and an amendment is underway for 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


24 


a 


MNR Panel 2 66879 
(Reply Evidence) 
cr ex (Lindgren) 


that plan to recognize the fact. 


Q. Well, it is a very interesting 


-answer, Mr. McNicol, but the question was, I take it 


you disagree with the committee's view or statement to 
the effect that they do not want to see the practice of 
applying the moose habitat guidelines less rigorously 
become a general practice. Do you disagree with that 
statement? 

A. Well, I think our evidence has within 
been clear with respect to when that occurs and that 
occurs in areas where Bar eays low moose production 
capability. And if you are suggesting to me that we 
should re-examine that particular approach to the 
Peetication of flexible guidelines, I would suggest, 
yes, I disagree. 

Q. Okay. Thank you, Mr. McNicol. 

Mr. Ward, perhaps we can turn briefly to 
your evidence. I ask you to turn to page 6 of your 
witness statement, please. 

Now, Mr. Ward, you seem to take 
particular offence at some comments made by Dr. 
Suffling in his evidence. Did you review Dr. 
Suffling's evidence in its entirety? 

MS. BLASTORAH: Mr. Lindgren, may I 


clarify, did you mean page 6 of tab 3 or page 6 of the 
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main part of the witness statement. 

MR. LINDGREN: Page 6 of the main witness 
statement. 

MS. BLASTORAH: Thank you. I am sorry to 
interrupt. 

MR. WARD: Sorry, Mr. Lindgren, I was 
flipping pages here. Can you repeat the question? 

MR. LINDGREN: Q. The question was 
simply this. You seemed awfully critical of some 
comments made by Dr. Suffling. I am wondering if you 
read his evidence in its entirety. 

MR. WARD: A. I read both Dr. Suffling's 
witness statement and I read his oral transcript from 
start to finish several times. 

Q. If that is case then, you will know 
that Dr. Suffling's central point was that the MNR 
needs to be practicing landscape management techniques 
in order to protect and conserve biodiversity. 

Now, are you here today to agree or 
disagree with that assessment? 

A. My role was primarily to deal with 
some of Dr. Suffling's discussions regarding size of 
fire disturbance in relation to the size of harvest 
disturbance from a spatial perspective. That's the 


area that I was primarily looking at. 
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Q. So when Dr. Suffling says the MNR 
Should be practicing landscape management, you are not 
here to dispute that? 

A. No, that's not my role. 

Q. And similarly, when Dr. Suffling says 
that in his opinion the tools necessary for landscape 
Management are largely available today and could and 
should be used, I take it you are not here to dispute 
that statement either? 

A. No, I have no particular expertise to 
judge whether that's true or not true. 

Q. Okay. Can I ask you to look at 
paragraph number 2, towards the bottom of the page on 
page 6, and you conclude there, that at the provincial 
level the area burned and the area cut doesn't exceed 
what was burned historically. 

I would like to take you to a different 
scale, not the provincial scale but the local scale, 
and ask you a few questions about the fire regime. 

First of all, can we agree that the 
Peeieal fire regime is quite variable at the local 


level in the sense that, for example, fire doesn't burn 


stands that are a particular commercial rotation age? 


A. Could you rephrase that? I thought 


we were going in one direction and at the end you threw 
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me curve. 

QO. ©Il will throw you a fast ball; ice 
can, maybe a lob ball. 

Can we agree that when fire burns it does 
not burn in stands that are 60 to 80 years old, it can 
happen in any stand regardless of age? 

A. That is right. Fire is relatively 
indiscriminate in terms of the selection of stands for 
burning. 

Q. And some stands may be burned more 
frequently than others; is that correct? 

A. That is true. 

Q. And some stands may not be burned for 
a long time and may be untouched for relatively long 
periods of time; is that correct? 

A. That is correct. At the individual 
stand level. 

Q. And so fire doesn't operate 
sequentially in the sense that it burns a certain area 
and next year comes back and burns the area adjoining, 
then comes back the next year and burns the adjoining 
area. Fire doesn't do that, does it? 

A. Generally, no. 

Q. And again, to shorten this part of 


the cross-examination, I think we can agree that fire 
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does not plant or SCarify or attend or spray; correct? 

A. No, fire does not. Not in the sense 
that we think about. 

Q. And yet, as I think you have 
indicated in your evidence, we do get good and healthy 
regeneration following a fire; correct? 

A. In general. Not in all cases. 
Depending on the age of the stand and the particular 
conditions in which the fire occurs, but more often 
than not, given the aged pue tine of the boreal forest 
much of which is still of fire origin, it would 
regenerate, true. 

Q. Now, in light of some of the factors 
we have just reviewed, can we agree that the natural 
fire regime differs from the clearcutting regime? 

A. It differs in a number of senses, 
that is true. 

Q. Can we also agree at the local level 
it is possible that the amount burned now, plus the 
amount cut, does exceed what the area might have been 
subject to historically? 

A. That would be dependent upon the size 
of the area you were examining. In general, in my 
analysis, because of the context of Dr. Suffling's 


witness statement, it was necessary to look at 
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reasonably broad areas because he was dealing in 
reasonably broad assumptions of his own. 

At a local level, if you are talking 
potentially management unit level, it could be possible 
that current levels of harvest and burning could, ina 
brief period of time, exceed what might have been 
historically the case. 

Q. Okay. Thank you. Now, in your 
evidence you have also indicated that the area burnt 
now is approximately one tenth of what it was 
previously. You have also indicated that the 
pre-suppression regime was characterized by more fires 
and bigger fires, and you also said that with 
suppression, 90 per cent of the fires are now less than 
four hectares. 

In light of those figures, can we agree 
that modern fire suppression has changed or is changing 
the forest structure from what it might have been in 
the natural pre-suppression era? 

A. That is true. You made one statement 
which is actually incorrect. There are far more fires 
now than there were in the pre-suppression regime. In 
the pre-suppression regime man was velagiveie an 
insignificant factor in terms of causing fires. Now 


human caused fires are actually the dominant source of 
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But it is true. It is quite true that 


~modern fire suppression is having impact on forest 


structure. 


Q. Now, I want to pick up on the point 
that you just raised about the fact that there are more 
fires now. 

You have indicated in your evidence, at 
the bottom of page 6, at the top of page 7, that the 
area burned now is approximately the same as the area 
burned in the 1920s and 1930s, and yet yesterday you 
have indicated that the MNR's fire fighting capability 
has improved and is much more effective than it was say 
in the 1920s. 

If that is the case, can we infer that 
either there's more fires now or are the fires that are 
starting, do they spread more quickly? What is the 
explanation for that? 

A. There are two factors at work. The 
statement made that there are -- total area burned 
annually since 1970 is roughly equivalent to what the 
historic data for the 1920s and '30s shows, is based on 
fire losses for the entire province, or at least the 
entire fire region. So the fire data for at least the 


past 20 years, in the context of this statement, 
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includes those main fires in the remote northern areas, 
which basically burn unsuppressed. 

You always have to be careful when you 
are talking apples and apples. In this statement we 
are talking about total fire loss across the entire 
fire region, including the bulk of those hectares 
burned resulting from unsuppressed fires which were 
essentially allowed to burn. 

As discussed in my witness statement, 
there was a period in the middle part of this century 
where there was an apparent general decline in fire 
activity. Now, we are not certain absolutely what that 
decline was because again, the recording of fire 
losses, particularly in the more remote areas of the 
province at that time, was very incomplete. But there 
appears to be -- there was a period of one or two 
decades or there was a general decline in fire 
occurrence, which is not unusual. We have seen that 
also than the early part of 19th century in what is 
called "The Little Ice Age Period," where there was 
apparent from anecdotal history, a general decline in 
the occurrence of fires. 

Q. But did I hear you say a few moments 
ago that there are in fact more ignitions now? 


A. That is right. There are many more 
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fires now than there were in, for example, the 


pre-suppression regime. 

We are seeing that lightening occurrence 
is reasonably constant, but that the occurrence of man 
caused fires is now radically greater than it was at » 
that time. 

The issue of that suppression 
effectiveness then is that despite the fact that the 
number of fires occurring in the forest is greater by 
some significant factor, in the areas where fires are 
intensively acted upon the total area lost to fire in 
those areas, we believe, has been reduced to about 10 
per cent of the historic level of the losses caused by 
naturally occurring fires. 

Q. And in terms of fire increases in 
area burned, can I refer you to page 7, paragraph 5 of 
your evidence, and you have indicated that current 
research suggests that in Canada an increase of about 
50 per cent in burned area might occur if certain 
climate warming scenarios are borne out. 

Can I ask you, first of all, which 
current research are you referring to? 

A. That statement is drawn from the 
paper by Flannigan and Wagner from the Canadian Journal 


of Forest Research, which was referenced in the paper 
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also. 

Q. So you have indicated there might be 
a 50 per cent increase if -certain things happen, Dr. 
Suffling referred to increases of 500 to 5,000 per cent 
that might be anticipated in other jurisdictions. 

Can we agree that whatever the risk is of 
increased burned area, that risk should be factored 
into our present landscape management decisions? 

A. I think, as stated later in the 
paper, in the detailed discussion about the global 
warming issue, it would be necessary because of the 
long-term nature of the forest practice, to make some 
accounting of this potential increase in fire danger in 
current practice. 

The thing we also have to note, is that 
the response of fire management agencies to a changing 
fire regime as a result of global warming or some other 
factor is not a constant -- shouldn't necessarily -- 
doesn't necessarily have to assume that what we 
currently do will be the same thing that we would 
currently do in the future. If the conditions under 
which fires occur does start to alter Ba a signuercane 
degree, there would be a change in the management 


response to fire in that case. 


Q. And finally, Mr. Ward, can we also 
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agree that when you are making global climate change 
predictions, it is generally accepted that you should 
use a range of possible or reasonable scenarios in 
order to devise management Strategies that guard 
against all possible scenarios. Is that a generally 
acceptable proposition? 

A. Well, certainly given the current 
amount of debate and uncertainty surrounding the global 
warming debate, it would be difficult in any event to 
fix on a particular strategy or to narrow your options 
because there is just not She GSA knowledge 
presently to make that type of -- to make a very narrow 
decision. 

So certainly I would agree that this is 
still a time where the range of potential outcomes 
needs to be reviewed and the range of potential 
responses needs to be reviewed. I wouldn't disagree 
with that statement. 

Q. Thank you, Mr. Ward. 

Mr. Waito, I would like to pose a few 
questions to you based on your analysis of the 
silvicultural costs associated with the FFT guidelines, 
and I'm not going to take you line by line through the 


costing exercise, and I'm sure you are disappointed to 


hear that. 
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Perhaps we can start by referring to page 
8 of your witness statement. At the second bullet 
point on that page there is an indication that road 
maintenance and reconstruction costs were not 
calculated. Can I just ask you to confirm that the 
committee did not determine road maintenance and road 
Hee ructton costs? 

MR. WAITO: A. That is correct. We did 
not. 

Q. And nevertheless, you have speculated 
that these costs would be higher under the FFT regime. 
Can we agree that you have presented no actual data 
from an actual management unit that would indicate that 
would be the case? | 

A. In the costing report there is an 
article by - excuse me for a minute, I will find it - 
by Nelson and Finn, prepared by the Faculty of 
Forestry, UBC, that was used by the committee in 
preparing our report, and it is on the basis of that 
particular reference that I am speculating that road 
maintenance and reconstruction costs may be higher. 


We did not, in our exercise, do any 


~Calculations for any management unit in Ontario. 


Q. That is right. But can you also 


confirm for me that notwithstanding the Nelson and Finn 
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article, you or the committee did not generate any 


actual data from any management unit in Ontario to 


“support your claim? 


A. That is correct. 

Q. I must confess that we have had some 
difficulty with your evidence here. We do not 
understand why the cost would be going up and up and up 
when you have already built the roads. 

Let me ask you this. As a general 
proposition, can we agree that after the leave period 
occurs that the Shia PHOELEN costs obviously go down or 
aren't even present? 

A. Okay. You have shifted gears on me 
now. We are now talking about road construction and 
not road maintenance and reconstruction, and the 
committee did do some, or make some calculations and 
some assumptions to calculations with respect to road 
construction, which is contained in part, I think, 2B. 

Without pulling out the document and 
seeing what the committee came up with, I think in 
general once your road network is in place, and I think 
the Ronnittec came " this conclusion, that once the 
road network was in place there would not be a general 
need for a lot more road construction, and it is my 


recollection that we came to the conclusion that in the 
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end, roughly the same amount of road would have to be 
constructed and basically it was a question of the 
timing of that-construction. Would it be constructed 
over a 20 year period, for example, or would it have to 
be constructed all earlier on in the management 
process. 

Q. I guess my question is this. If the 
leave period is 10 years you might have some initial 
construction costs or you will have some initial 
construction costs and then 10 years of maintenance 
and/or reconstruction, if that is necessary, but after 
that the road system has been built and I take it it is 
your evidence that it is still going to be more 
expensive under the FFT regime nen in fact you have 
already built the road system up front? 

A. I am not sure about what is more 
expensive. There are still going to be costs incurred 
under the FFT regime to manage using that system. They 
may not -- I agree that the costs may not be largely to 
do with roads, but in our costing exercise, a 
Significant portion of the cost of the FFT regime is 
related to silvicultural activities, site preparation, 
the actual modified cutting, attending, whatever might 
be required to achieve the objectives, and those costs 


would be incurred at the time of the next cut. 
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But with respect to roads, you are 
correct, most of the costs of constructing the road 
would have been incurred earlier on. 

MADAM CHAIR: Excuse me, Mr. Lindgren, 
the Board is getting confused about your questions, 
because when we read this document our understanding 
was that in fact those costs were not calculated 
into -- the cost of reconstruction and maintenance are 
not calculated into the cost of your alternative which 
is borne in the first 10 years rather than over the 20 
year planning period. In fact, that could be an 
advantage to the analysis of those costs. They are not 
added on. So why are we cross-examining on that? 

MR. LINDGREN: Because, Madam Chair, we 
find an indication that -- or at least the inference 
that if you use the FFT approach and you build more of 
them earlier, you are still going to have maintenance 
cost, you are still going to have reconstruction cost, 
and that is going to make it that much more expensive 
over the long term and I am trying to establish that 
point that that is not the case at all. In any event, 
Madam Chair, I am moving on. 

Q. Mr. Waito you are aware that larger 
clearcuts are permitted under the FFT terms and 


conditions? 
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MR. WAITO: A. Yes, I am familiar with 
the provisions that under certain exceptions, in the 
case of an insect infestation I think was one example; 
another one if it was approved by the senior biologist 
larger clearcuts would be permitted. 

Q. Now, it is my understanding that 
notwithstanding the FFT provisions that allow larger 
cuts, the possibility of larger cuts were not factored 
into this costing exercise; is that correct? 

A. That is correct. "In) fact; s1teis 
interesting you should ask the question because I was 
doing a little bit of calculation here while you were 
talking to Mr. McNicol, and although we didn't factor 
those in, it would appear to me that certainly greater 
than 90 per cent of the area that the committee 
developed their cost estimates on would be required 
under the FFT scenario, assuming that there were no 
exceptions, to be harvested in blocks of probably 50 
hectares or smaller. 

The exception of Jack Pine, where a 
hundred hectare clearcut is permitted. In the case of 
Black Spruce, approximately 45 per cent of the area is 
Black Spruce working group and the requirement is that 
they be strip cut so that you have very, very small 


cuts. They may be very long, but they're very narrow, 
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and with the Popular and the White Birch working groups 
the requirement is that they be 50 hectares -- no 
larger than 50 hectares. 

So there would have to be, probably on a 
very regular basis, if we are going to have clearcuts 
larger than that 50 hectares, there would have to be on 
a regular basis, exceptions made to that rule and I 
can't envision reasons why there might be those 
exceptions. I guess in the case of moose habitat, you 
apply those guidelines you go on a routine basis, have 
cuts in excess of -- strip cut width for the 50 
hectares. 

Q. If I could summarize your evidence 
then, sir. Is it your position that if larger cuts are 
allowed that would have the effect of reducing costs, 
including road costs, under the FFT regime? 

A. If larger cuts were allowed, you are 
correct, and it would have, I think, the effect of 
calling into the question, the entire FFT silvicultural 
package where for the Black Spruce working group, for 
example, it is specified that you must strip cut, and 
if for other reasons you can have larger cuts than what 
you would normally have in the Black Spruce working 
group for strip cutting, for wildlife purposes, the 


Manager is going to have to make a call; are we going 
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to allow a larger cut for wildlife purposes or are we 
going to with a smaller cut, i.e. strip cut, for 
silvicultural purposes. And we are faced with a bit of 
a dilemma here. But you are correct, the terms and 
conditions a allow for larger clearcuts than what 
would normally be done under the silvicultural 
prescriptions. 

Q. Well, let's turn now to a discussion 
of the silvicultural costs associated with modified 
Gucting. 

First of all, it is my understanding that 
the estimated cost for strip cutting is based largely 
on the work done by Ketcheson at Nipigon in the late 
1970s; is that correct? 

AS That’ 1s7correct. 

Q. And other than translating this work 
into current dollars, I take it that the MNR and/or the 
committee had nothing further -- nothing more current 
to use? 

A. That is correct. The committee had 
nothing further to use. 

Q. It is my understanding that the 
Ketcheson work has been criticized as being old and too 
high. Have you heard that criticism? 


A. No, I have not. 
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Q. Now, again without asking you to turn 


to it, unless you think it is necessary, on page 54 of 
the costing report, we see an indication that $180 per 
hectare was used as the figure for modified cutting. 
Maybe you might want to check that. 

A. That is correct. 

Q. And again, you can check this as 
well, but in the MNR response to Board interrogatory 
136, we see an indication that a cost of $90 per 
hectare was used to pay at least one FMA holder to 
compensate for the extra gost associated strip cutting. 
Do you recall that answer? 

A. I don't recall the answer 
specifically, but the number -- I am familiar with the 
number. 

Q. So we have a situation where in the 
Board interrogatory response you have used a figure of 
$90 per hectare and in the costing exercise, at least 
on this situation, you have used a cost of $180 per 
hectare. Can you give me the reasons why the cost 
doubled? 


A. The $180 hectare figure was developed 


by the committee, not by the MNR. I am simply here 


representing the committee and the work that we did. I 


am not here representing MNR and responding to a 
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particular interrogatory. 

It is my understanding, though, that the 
90 some dollar figure, Mr. Callaghan may be able to 
elaborate, but it is my understanding that that figure 
was developed, was intended to cover the cost of layout 
and some of those costs. It was not -- it was MNR's 
intention not to cover the cost of road construction. 
So the 90 some dollar figure that appears in some FMA 
documents now does not cover the entire extra cost of 
strip cutting, whereas the Ketcheson information 
included the extra costs of road construction as well 
as layout and so on. So I think that might explain the 
difference in the two rates. 

Q. Okay. Thank you. Perhaps just 
before the lunch break we can go over a few general 
questions, Mr. Waito. 

Can you confirm for me that there has 
been a recent reduction in the silvicultural funding in 
the MNR forest management budget? 

A. I don't know if I can confirm. We 
Started off the year with less money, but there's more 
money coming into the system now. In fact last week I 
became aware of additional funding being made available 
to jobs in Ontario to do an up-site preparation this 


year to plant the trees that we were forecasting would 
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be surplus next year. So there are things still 


happening in the funding side of things. Mr. Callaghan 
indicated he might have some additional information. 

MR. CALLAGHAN: A. In the period we 
looked at for the costing exercise, the budget for the 
boreal or the three boreal regions was $90.6 million. 

As of two weeks ago, and that includes 
this new money, the similar rate or the budget for this 
year for those three regions is approximately $75 
million. So it has gone down from what we looked at 
before. 

Q. Okay. Thank you. And Mr. Callaghan 
Or Mr. Waito, are you in a position to confirm that 
there has also been a significant reduction in the 
number of seedlings that have been produced and 
provided for the purposes of artificial regeneration. 

MR. WAITO: A. I think for this year we 
will actually plant fairly close to our traditional 
levels. We will probably be down a little bit, but 
you're right. We are forecasting that for next year 
and subsequent years the demand for seedlings, based on 
the funding that is being made available now, is to be 
reduced or will be reduced. 

As I just mentioned, we are getting extra 


money for site preparation this year to plant the 
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seedlings that we were forecasting would be surplus to 
our ability to plant next year, which is approximately 
14 million. I haven't done an analysis to see if that 
puts us back to our -- around our traditional levels or 
not, but my general sense is that the demand for 
planting stock is going down because of a lack of 
funding. 

Q. And given that lack of funding, Mr. 
Waito, is it reasonable to expect that the MNR will 
likely use more and not less natural regeneration in 
order to regenerate cutover areas? 

A. That is the only other alternative; 
either do it artificially or naturally. And whether it 
is natural regeneration via strip cutting or whether it 
is natural regeneration -- or pardon me, assisted 
artificial regeneration areal seeding, which is a lower 
cost, it could mean using other lower cost artificial 
regeneration techniques that don't include planting and 
it will, I am sure, result in some area just being 
harvested and allowed to regenerate naturally by 
itself. 

Q. Can we agree that even at the present 
time, and on an annual basis, there is more land left 
for planned and unplanned natural regeneration than 


there is land that is intensively managed? 
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A. That is correct. 

Q. And in fact the MNR answer to Board 
interrogatory 141 indicates that at the present time 
eons 30 to 35 per cent of area treated is treated 
intensively. Is that the most current or up-to-date 
figure? 

A. I think that is a fairly accurate 
figure. 

MR. LINDGREN: Madam Chair, I propose 
that this would be an appropriate time for a break and, 
I can advise that I will be at least an hour upon 
resumption this afternoon. 

MADAM CHAIR: Okay. Thank you, Mr. 
Lindgren. We will be back at 1:30. 

---Luncheon recess at 12:00 p.m. 
---On resuming at 1:30 p.m. 

MR. LINDGREN: Madam Chair, I note that 
counsel for the MNR is not here, so I will proceed with 
my examination, but I can tell you this. You will be 
happy to know that we were able to negotiate a 
successful conclusion to this undertaking, and it is my 
understanding that MNR is prepared to attempt to meet 
the spirit and intent of the undertaking by way of 
production of a list and it is also my understanding 


that I will be provided access to any maps that I might 
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like to look at in conjunction with the list and it is 
also my understanding that this work will proceed as 
expeditiously as possible with a view to completing it 
by August, and perhaps Mr. Kennedy can speak to the 
matter if I have left anything out. 

MR. KENNEDY: Yes, Madam Chair, we would 
attempt to provide from existing information, without 
undertaking any additional mapping at this time due to 
the expense of that exercise, submit existing 
information, produce the list of the individual blocks 
Or aggregates of blocks that have been referred to as 
created in 260. 

As well, we will provide Mr. Lindgren 
with the supporting rationale and documentation that is 
likely existing in the plans themselves, and if it does 
exist in other documents which may be accompanying the 
plans, in supplementary documentation with regards to 
the application moose guidelines, we would also provide 
copies of that to him. And as he has indicated, any 
other supporting maps. We will make arrangements so 
that he could have access to maps, so that he could 
match the listing of the maps and provide that in draft 
form to him to see if that meets his request prior to 


finalizing the response. 


MR. LINDGREN: And I would like to thank 
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the MNR for offering to do that work on our behalf. 

As I indicated earlier, it is my view 
that that is relevant and important evidence. So, 
Madam Chair, I would ask at this time for the Board to 
reserve an exhibit number for the answer to that 
undertaking. I don't intend to receive it and put it 
in my filing cabinet. I intend to use it here. 

Madam Chair, the concern is that I might 
not get it in time before the end of the evidence 
portion of the hearing. So I want to reserve an 
exhibit number now so we can file it when we do get it. 

MADAM CHAIR: All right, that will be — 
2270, Mr. Lindgren. 

---EXHIBIT NO. 2270: MNR list and maps, et cetera, 
[Reserved] as mentioned above. 

MR. KENNEDY: Madam Chair, if I might 
ask, while we undertake the additional work, the 
response that was prepared was in response to the 
surveys by yourself on the Board interrogatories. Was 
there any other additional information you had in mind 
that was necessary in response to the question so that 
we only go back to do this once? 

MADAM CHAIR: No, that will satisfy 
anything else the Board wants, Mr. Kennedy. Thank you. 


MR. LINDGREN: Thank you, Madam Chair. 
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Q. Mr. Waito, yesterday I provided you 
with a copy of two pieces of correspondence, one dated 
February 3rd, 1992, to Crandal Benson and signed by 
yourself. The second piece was a letter to yourself 
from Mr. Benson dated February 3rd. Do you have those 
documents there. 

MR. WAITO: A. Yes, I do. 

Q. And do you recognize those documents? 

A. Yes, I do. 

MR. LINDGREN: Madam Chair, I ask that 
those be marked as the next exhibit, and for the 
record, Madam Chair, Exhibit 2271 sonsistarot a three 
page letter from Mr. Waito to Mr. Benson dated February 
3rd. It also contains a February 3rd 1992 letter to 
Mr. Waito from Mr. Benson, and that piece of 
correspondence is seven pages. 

-~--EXHIBIT NO. 2271: Three-page letter from Mr. Waito 
to Mr. Benson dated February 3, 1992 and 

a 7 page letter to Mr. Waito from Mr. 

Benson dated February 3, 1992. 

MR. LINDGREN: Q. Now, Mr. Waito, using 
this letter, I would like to ask you a few brief 
questions about the wood supply portion of the costing 
exercise, and can I direct your attention to the second 


paragraph on the first page of Exhibit 2271, and there 


you have written; 
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I agree with your comment regarding the 
limited of nature of our study, however, 
I don't believe that we ever --- 


MR. FREIDIN: I am sorry, where are you 


MR. LINDGREN: The second full paragraph 


on thesfirst page of Exhibit’ 2271’. 


MR. FREIDIN: Thank you. 
MR. LINDGREN: Q. And continuing, 
ipdon’ t believe that we ever intended 
to use it even if we could have been able 
to study three units to extrapolate the 
results across Ontario. I thought that 
the study was only to be used to 
demonstrate the differences in wood 
supply that one might expect to get if 
you practice silviculture in several 
different ways. This can certainly be 
demonstrated using one management unit. 
We must make it very clear to the Board 
that the results should not be 
extrapolated across Ontario. 


Now, I listened to your evidence very 


carefully yesterday, Mr. Waito, and you did not give 


that caveat to the Board, so let me ask you this. 
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Can you explain why you can't extrapolate 
the results across Ontario? 

MR: WAITO:: Aj a *fhere is affair bitvore—— 
in the report that we prepared the most -- the four 
members of the committee attempted to describe why, but 
when doing a wood supply analysis it is usually, at 
least using the FORMAN model, very unit specific and 
the results that you get at this level of wood supply 
modelling depend on the age class distribution, the 
sites you are dealing with and the assumptions you make 
about how the forest is going to be harvested and 
growing. So using this particular model, the results 
that we obtained, we felt should not be used to 
extrapolate across Ontario. 

In our committee discussions, Mr. Benson 
was concerned that we were not going to be doing that. 
He felt that we should have been trying to provide some 
sort of a provincial picture, and as a committee we, I 
think, came to the conclusion that that would not be 
the appropriate thing to do. In fact, it wasn't what 
Our mandate was. Our task was simply, as I tried to 
explain it here, to examine what might happen on a 
particular piece of geography if you practice 
Silviculture in a couple of different ways. 


We didn't feel that it was our mandate, 
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we didn't have resources or the time to do that sort of 
analysis using the FORMAN model for all of Ontario, and 
this was, I think, in spite of Mr. Benson's concern 
that it might have been a good idea to look at it at 
the provincial level. 

Q. Okay. Thank you. Now, in the fourth 
paragraph on page 1, you are responding to Professor 
Benson's suggestion that the Spruce River Forest is not 
typical in terms of ability to naturally regenerate, 
and in the fourth paragraph you seem to indicate that 
he may be correct and in fact it would be misleading to 
suggest that the Spruce River situation is typical of 
most management units. Is that a fair summary of your 
evidence? | 

A. Not having very good knowledge about 
how Black Spruce regenerates or how easily it is to 
regenerate on the Spruce River Forest, I was 
acknowledging his comment. 

I think Mr. Squires, in his response to 
Mr. Benson's point here, actually disagreed with Mr. 
Benson and he felt that it was quite easy to get 
natural regeneration on a Spruce River Forest. So 
there was a difference of opinion there and I just left 
ireattthat: 


MADAM CHAIR: Excuse me, Mr. Waito. I 
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thought the Board's recollection of the comments by Mr. 
Squires in the study was that it wouldn't be 
satisfactory at all to have natural regeneration of 
Spruce in the Spruce River Forest. I thought Mr. 
Squires said planting Spruce was absolutely necessary. 

MR. WAITO: I think, and I will have to 
put myself or try and remember what Mr. Squires was 
talking about. I think he has made the point that on 
certain sites, certain situations, planting is 
necessary and it is preferred method of renewal. 

We also being acknowledge that there are 
sites. I think in the case of the Spruce River Forest 
he was referring to low land sites. That it was 
possible to get adequate, in their opinion, his 
opinion, Black Spruce regeneration by relying a natural 
generation techniques. 

I don't think Mr. Squires was taking the 
position that was necessary to plant every hectare on 
the Spruce River Forest, but on the most -- on the more 
productive up land Black Spruce sites, it was very 
important and it was very necessary to plant to get the 
level of Spruce regeneration that they were seeking. 
Again, a very site specific thing. 

MR. LINDGREN: Q. Mr. Waito, in the 


final paragraph on page 1, you respond to Mr. Benson's 
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comments about the differences between the timber 
management plan you looked at and your study, and at 
the bottom of the page you Say that Professor Benson is 
correct in the sense that the committee might not have 
reflected very well what would have been done on the 
Spruce River Forest in the real world. Can you explain 
those comments? 

MR. WAITO: A. If I remember, in the 
real world, on a Spruce River Forest, there is very 
little if any modified harvest cutting of Black Spruce 
done. Some of the prescriptions that you might develop 
from the Forests for Tomorrow terms and conditions are 
not practiced, and in our modelling scenario we develop 
prescriptions to apply to that particular land base. 
And whether or not prescriptions that we developed for 
modelling purposes were what would normally be done on 
the Spruce River Forest was open to question, and I am 
just simply acknowledging that that may be the case. 

I didn't think that for modelling 
purposes it was a real big deal, because what we were 
trying to do in our modelling, we needed a land base to 
deal with, the Spruce River Forest. FRI was accessible 
to us, the unit forester was accessible to us in terms 
of approaching him to ask about what kind of forests 


would be expected to regenerate under certain 
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conditions. So we used the Spruce River Forest, FRI, 
as the data base to do our modelling. That was to be 
the extent of using the Spruce River Forest. 

From then on in the three scenarios that 
we were modelling, were simply to look at the 
differences to what we might get in terms of results 
from those three scenarios and it was not intended to 
be used to validate or to run a check on what was 
written in the Spruce River TMP or whatever. It was 
simply a piece -- the information on the land base was 
used and required and so our modelling really was a 
comparison of results we got between three scenarios 
and not what may or may not be the right thing to do in 
the case of management on the Spruce River Forest. 

Q. So would you agree that the whole 
costing exercise can be characterized as a rather 
artificial or hypothetical exercise? 

A. No. 

Q2 You just’ saidothatmtthad tittle cx 
no connection to what might happen in the real world. 

A. You are talking about the entire 
costing exercise now. We have gone from wood supply 
analysis to costing, and in terms of the cost 
information, it is based on -- the cost information 


used was based on real numbers, the best information we 
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had, and the wood supply analysis was based on the best 
information that we had given what we were trying to do 
as a committee, and I believe that the results that we 
got are useful. They provide information to the Board 
that can be used to give them a sense of the magnitude 
of difference, what it might be, and for that reason I 
think the work that the committee did, you know, can be 
used for that purpose, keeping in mind that whenever 
you do any kind of modelling you have to make a lot of 
assumptions and... 

Q. Well, you are anticipating my very 
next question, Mr. Waito. Can I ask to you turn to 
page 2 of your letter, and in the second paragraph, 
second line, you write; 

We must not make this wood supply 
analysis out to be more than it is which 

is a point in time analysis based on a 

questionable set of assumptions as they 

always be of the difference in wood 
supply that one might get using three 
different silvicultural packages. 

Can you give me particulars on the 
questionable assumptions? 

A. Well, I can take you back yesterday 


to Mr. Martel's question about yields. He asked since 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


MNR Panel 2 66912 


(Reply Evidence) 
cr ex (Lindgren) 


we haven't gone through an entire rotation, how can 

we -- how are we to know what yields to expect, and we 
were faced with that dilemma, if you will, when we were 
doing this wood supply analysis. What yields were we 
going to use, and whenever you don't have the 
definitive answer as to what is right and what is wrong 
you have to make assumptions. Whenever you make 
assumptions people will question you as to whether the 
assumptions are valid; whether they're too high or too 
low, too hot or too cold, and I am simply making that 
comment that whenever you do any kind of modelling 
you're subject to questions. 

Q. On the issue of growth and yield, can 
you confirm for me that the committee had no hard or 
empirical data se to what the further yield, what it 
was going to be? Basically you came up with estimates. 

A. The yield information was provided by 
the unit forester for the Spruce River, FMA. Dave 
Hayhurst who was our expert modeller, the individual 
who was running the model — us, dealt with that 
individual in developing our yield curves and our 
estimates. 

It is my understanding that the 
information was used to develop the yield curves based 


on region survey work they had done on the Spruce River 
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Forest and on whatever information they had available 
to them that might help them in developing yield 
curves. 

So to say that we didn't use any hard 
data, I think that would be incorrect because I think 
that the unit forester did have access to some hard 
data; be it regeneration survey information. But the 
committee didn't have that itself. That work was done 
by our modeller in conjunction with working with the 
unit forester. 

Q. I refer Ag back to the second 
paragraph and skipping down a couple of lines we see a 
sentence; 

If anything, I think the most 
important thing is that we can agree that 
this type of analysis should be done at 
the management unit level when TMPs are 
prepared and it may have some value, 
although I believe it would be limited, 
to do at the provincial level. 

And when you are talking about a 
provincial level analysis, are you talking about taking 
the different silvicultural regimes and modelling them 
at the provincial level? 


A. I think what I was referring to there 
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was the use of the FORMAN model to do such an analysis. 
The FORMAN model itself, is, I don't think, from what 
knowledge I have, little knowledge I have about the 
model, is not a suitable model for doing provincial 
level analysis. And it is for that reason that I make 
the comment. It's a model that is more suited to do an 
operational level analysis at the timber management 
unit level. 

Q. So I am not quite clear on why you 
believe it would be of limited value to do that at the 
provincial level? 

A. I think that the results you might 
get if you were to try and model the province as one 
large management unit -- because of the way this 
particular model works and schedules the harvest, would 
not reflect reality in terms of where you would 
actually be carrying out your harvest. The model looks 
for those stands that have the volume that makes them 
eligible for harvest, and it may tell you if you 
treated the entire province as one big management unit, 
that all of your harvest has to be concentrated up in 
the Red Lake country for the l0"%years for=the entire 
province and that is not just practical. So that is 
why the model really should be used at the management 


unit level in this case. 
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Q. Okay. Thank you. Could I ask to you 
return to page 8 of your witness statement, and that is 
where we were this morning. 

Now under the heading "The Wood Supply 
Analysis," you refer to costs under each of the three 
scenarios. Can you confirm for me that cost was not 
considered or modelled as part of the wood supply 
exercise? 

A. In the cost part of the analysis it 
was not. In doing the modelling, cost information was 
incorporated into the model and the computer print-outs 
that were produced, and they are included in the 
appendices of the report, and do provide an estimation 
of cost at a gross level on a five year basis for the 
hundred year period. | 

I used that information to make these 
comments here, my own personal comments. The committee 
itself did not because we had difficulty coming to 
grips with a number of matters on how to determine 
costs for the particular unit. The committee chose not 
to bring the cost part o5 it into the main body of the 
report. 

Q. So when we see in your witness 
Statement the statement that the average cost under FFT 


Scenario one will be 20 per cent greater and 110 per 
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cent greater under scenario two, those are your 
personal comments and not that of the committee, 
correct? 

A. That's right, they are my personal 
comments and the information on which they are based is 
contained in the report. 

Mr. Callaghan would you like to add 
something? 

MR. CALLAGHAN: A. If I may add, the 
cost in terms of silvicultural is an output of the 
FORMAN model. What the modeller inputs is the area to 
be treated. So the model takes that area to be 
treated, attributes the cost which were unit costs 
developed by the committee and applies those to the 
areas which are being treated. 

In modelling talk, it is not a budget 
sensitive model such that you ene in a budget and it 
allocates silviculture to that budget. It is a harvest 
scheduling model where you schedule harvest and 
describe the size of the treatment area in terms of 
hectares, and then using cost factors within the model 
it attaches those costs to the hectares. So the costs 
which are reflected in the appendices are truly a 
reflection of what the cost of that program would be. 


Q. Well, Mr. Callaghan, .lL takéeswiieenae 
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you have read the report and I presume you have read 
page 28 where it says; 

The committee was not able to 
rationalize the expected silvicultural 
cost for wood supplied prior to this 
project for either of FFT scenarios, 
therefore costs were not modelled. 

Are you in agreement or disagreement with 
that statement from the committee? 

A. That statement is based upon the 
premise that from the beginning that the committee was 
assuming, that if the terms and conditions were 
approved the funds would be available for the 
silvicultural program. 

In terms of what they mean by 
rationalizing costs, not all -- neither of the three 
scenarios were funded at the at the same level. That's 
what they are meaning by rationalizing. 

Q. Well, Mr. Waito, you were on the 
committee. Perhaps I can re-directed this question to 
you. 

It is my understanding that one of 
reasons that costs were not modelled was that it was 
hard to compare the areas treated under each of the 


scenarios; is that correct? 
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MR. WAITO: A. I don't know if it was 
hard to compare the areas. 

One of the reasons we had difficulty in 
rationalizing cost was it particularly dealt with the 
Black Spruce working group and there was much 
discussion about when we are strip cutting, when do we 
incur the cost? Year one, at year 10 when we come 
back? What are the costs and for that my recollection 
for that particular working group and that particular 
harvest or the cost associated with the Black Spruce 
working group, and they had much discussion and 
difficulty in agreeing on when costs would be incurred 
and therefore chose not to include it in the body of 
the report as a committee conclusion. 

Q. Well, let me give you an example of 
what I mean by the difference in areas treated and the 
difficulty in comparing. 

Now, I have read the material. It is my 
understanding that in the first five years the FFT 
scenario number one treated some 39,000 hectares and 
left 1,300 untreated, whereas scenario number three, 
which is the present practice, treated some 14,000 
hectares and left 37,000 hectares untreated and for 
that reason the committee decided it was an apples and 


Oranges comparison, didn't get into the cost component. 
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Is that a fair assessment? 


A. To be honest, I don't know what 
numbers you are referring to so I really can't comment. 
Could you take me to some Spot in the report? 

O% Well, let's turn first to page 215, 
and it is my understanding this is FFT scenario number 
one, and it shows almost 40,000 hectares treated and 
keeping that in mind turn to page 229, and it is my 
understanding -- 

MR. FREIDIN: What is the second page, 
please. | 

MR. LINDGREN: 229. 

Q. It is my understanding that page 229 
depicts the MNR area treated and it is some 14,000. 
And it is my understanding because of the differences 
in the area treated a committee felt it was 
inappropriate to start getting into the cost question 
of the wood supply side. I will put the question to 
Mr. watito Sanus be 

MReWALTO. SoAsmaArodon'tyEhinkithatye rom 
those two graphs you can draw the conclusion that that 
is why we had difficulty. These graphs simply, or bar 
charts, simply plot over a hundred year period, cost 
and no cost silviculture. It can be used then to get a 


sense of, in any five year period, how many hectares or 
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how much area by working group received some sort of 
silvicultural treatment that costs money based on the 
cost of those silvicultural treatments that were 
determined by the committee, and that's really all it 
can be used for. I do not think that was the basis for 
why we had difficulty in rationalizing the area 
figures. 

Q. Mr. Callaghan, you have something to 
add? 

MR. CALLAGHAN: In the present practice 
graph, the source for that 14,000 hectares is the 
average intensive silvicultural plantation 
establishment that has been going on in the Spruce 
River Forest. Because we were trying to take the 
present practice and compare that to the scenarios. 

The reason this is at 14,000, is that is what they have 
been traditionally funded to treat. Whereas the other 
aeaane the scenario one graph, doesn't reflect that 
reality in past practice. It is just assuming that we 
are going with the those terms and conditions and with 
the assumption that funds will be available we would be 
treating that level of silviculture. 

Q. And in effect you would be treating 
more area under the FFT scenario? 


A. Given that funds were available, yes. 
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Q. Mr. Waito a few final questions on 
this portion of the evidence. At page 9 of your 
witness statement you indicate in the second bullet 
point that one major component in the cost of the FFT 
silvicultural standards was the reliance upon manual 
tending. 

Now, can you confirm that the committee 
assumption was that all areas would require at least 
one manual treatment under the FFT scenarios? 

MR. WAITO: A. That is correct. The 
committee, after much eee ae we acknowledged that 
some areas would require more than one tending, some 
would require no tending at all and then in order to 
achieve the standards that have been set by the terms 
and conditions, and I can mention Black Spruce 80 per 
cent stocking, there is a number of what I would call 
Maat hat are listed and are listed in the report. 

In order to achieve those standards, 
which we thought were very high standards, the tending 
would be essential and the manner in which we captured 
that in the tabular form that we were using was to 
assume that every hectare -- the equivalent of every 
hectare would be tended at least once. 


That is not to say, as I started to, that 


every hectare would be attended once. It simply 
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reflects that on average every one would. Some would 
receive no tending, others might have to be tended two 
times. So on average, each hectare would receive one 
tending in order achieve those standards. 

Q. But I think you just said in reality 
not all areas would require manual tending? 

A. That is right. In reality some areas 
would require manual tending more than once. So on 
average, because of the format of the tables and the 
way they were used to calculate costs, the committee 
agreed, in one of the scenarios at least, one of the 
regimes, that manual tending would be required on 
average on every hectare. 

In some of the other regimes that we used 
as we were developing a range of costs, the assumption 
was made that only half the area would require manual 
tending, and that was reflected in the costs as well. 

Q. Now, I presume that you are familiar 
with FFT's terms and conditions and can you confirm for 
me that the FFT terms and conditions clearly 
contemplate chemical release, albeit not through areal 
applications? 

A. I am not familiar with the particular 
term and condition that you are referring to. The ones 


we were using were the silvicultural Ts and Cs. I 
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think it was - I forget the number now- but 1416A, and 
to my recollection there was no mention in that set of 
Ts and Cs of any tending at all. 

Q. Well, Mr. Waito I will put it to you 
that chemical treatment by means other than areal spray 
is not prohibited by the FFT terms and conditions. In 
fact, chemical treatments can and probably would be 
used under the FFT scenarios. 

Assuming that is the case, if you were to 
use chemical treatments as opposed to manual tending, 
would that have the effect of bringing down the cost of 
the FFT silvicultural regimes? 

A. Yes, I think it would and I can take 
you to a portion in the report where we have actually 
reflected that. 

If you turn to page 54, again it is the 
Black Spruce working group, and if you look at the row 
opposite the site preparation cost you will see under 
Regime D, the cost of $568 a hectare in a couple of 
places. In the first column where it is $568 a 
hectare, that includes the application of chemical 
herbicide at the time site preparation was done, and 
the cost reflects that and it would be on the ground 
application which, according to what you have just said 


would be permissible. And what we did in this case, we 
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reduced the need for manual tending by the equivalent 
of half, if you will, so we only have $460 per hectare. 

In the next column we have a cost of site 
prep of $293, which doesn't include the application of: 
herbicide and we have increased the cost. 

I agree with you that the use of 
herbicides to control vegetation, be it at the site 
preparation level or when tending is actually required, 
if it possible to do it by ground application, could 
have the effect of bringing the total cost -- the total 
unit cost down. 

Q. Okay. Thank you. 

Before I leave the costing exercise, I 
have a couple of questions for Mr. Callaghan. Now, 
yesterday, Mr. Callaghan, you showed us a graph which 
seems to indicate at the provincial level we will get 
more hardwood under the FFT scenarios than the present 
practice alternative. Do you recall that evidence? 

MR. CALLAGHAN: A. Yeah, not that the 
level of the three northern regions in the area that 
was being studied. It was not for the Joan 

Que Pines aCan dewask you to turn to page 
200 of the costing exercise, and we see on that page 
and into the next two pages, a summary of the species 


composition for each of the regimes. It is my 
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understanding that page 200 is FFT scenario one, and 
can I direct your attention to the two columns on the 
right-hand portion of the graph entitled, "SWD and 


HWD." 


A. Page 200? Yes, softwood and 
hardwood. 

Q. Thank you. You see a figure of 9 
under the softwood and 1 under the hardwood. Can you 
confirm that this translates into 90 per cent softwood 
content? 

A. That was based on the treatments 
utilized for that one management unit.. 

Q. Okay, that is fine. But can we agree 
that that resulted in a 90 per cent conifer content? 

A. For that area treated, yes, and 
mostly Balsam fir. 

Q. And can I take you to the next page. 
You see a similar summary for FFT regime number two, 
and again looking at the same columns we see 80 per 
cent conifer composition. Can you confirm that? 

As. eThatiistcorrect« 

Q. And then finally looking at scenario 
number three on page number 202, this is the present 
practice alternative, we see 80 per cent conifer 


content under the MNR regime. Can you confirm that? 
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A. Yes, that is correct. I would note 
that there is a higher level of black spruce in that 
content as well. 

Q. I am going to put it to you, Mr. 
Callaghan, your evidence or your projection that the 
FFT scenarios would result in more hardwood is totally 
at odds with the evidence that was adduced for this 
management unit, and in fact the FFT scenarios were 
coming back with as much conifer or more conifer than 
present practice. 

A. The yields that I used were developed 
from 60 management units based upon yield curves 
developed for intensive/extensive and basic 
Silviculture. What I did was attribute the various 
practices in here, mostly to basic silviculture, 
which -- and then I averaged those curves for the 60 
management units to get the curves I utilized. 

As well, my curves don't go down in terms 
of breaking it up in terms of species composition. 
Mine identify component hardwood/softwood and we were 
only looking at one point in time, 60 years in the 
EuEUres 

What is there, is the accepted 
composition that you will get on the Spruce River 


Forest given the level of silviculture practiced under 
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the three scenarios and the Original composition of the 


forest. 


Ove, lOsciligeut it. you, Mr. Callaghan, 


with a great deal of respect, the actual data we have 
here is inconsistent with what you have presented to 
the Board? 

A. I don't believe so. I believe what 
is presented here is data for one management unit and I 
was looking at about 60 management units. In other 
unit they may have quite a bit less success with 
conifer renewal through your methods. As well, you 
were just looking at Spruce working groups or conifer 
working groups. Mine also encompasses all the hardwood 
working pated which comes back to higher contents of 
hardwood, and they also get averaged into the curves 
that I was utilizing. 

So my curves are running through the six 
or seven major working groups, not just looking at the 
conifer working groups as they were here. 

MR. FREIDIN: When you say here, are you 
referring to the committee report? 

MR. CALLAGHAN: The management unit X 
portion of this committee report. 

MR. FREIDIN: I am just asking, Mr. 


Callaghan, when you refer to this, are you referring to 
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the committee report, just so we are clear. 

MR. CALLAGHAN: The copy exercise report. 

MR. LINDGREN: Q. Now you have indicated 
just a moment ago that you used 60 years as a point in 
time that you are going to look at the eovexes Can we 
agree that it is an arbitrary number? 

MR. CALLAGHAN: A. Yes. 

Q. Can we agree that if you use 
extensive silviculture you will generally get maximum 
MAI at periods greater than 60 years? 

A. Yes, but you would also have the 
benefit for those areas on a shorter rotation of maybe 
renewing them one and a half times. So that if you had 
a 70 year rotation for a plantation and a hundred year 
rotation for an extensively managed area, you'd get the 
growth from that 70 years plus the 30 years on top of 
that. So taking 60, which is a pre-rotation age for 
all of them, puts them more on an equal footing and 
Simplifies the math. | 

Q. Well, the point I am simply trying to 
establish, is that for the FFT scenarios you did not 
use the figure that maximized the annual increment? 

A. And as I have said in one of my 
ineeenhaenee responses, it is all the same for all 


three scenarios. I didn't do that. 
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Q. Now, Mr. Callaghan, before I leave 


you, I see that your CV indicates that you are a 
project leader for the timber production policy and I 
see a smile on our face. You probably know that FFT 
has been asking about that new policy for four years 
and I would be remiss if I did not ask you where is it 
and when are we going to see it? 

A. I was actually surprised that it 
wasn't mentioned in my introduction that that is what 
my current position is. 

Timber production policy is currently in 
a background phase and yes, we have been in it for 
about four years. 

The way we have set the project up, we 
are collating the best set of data we can in developing 
analytical methods at this point. We also are 
cognizant of some other initiatives with MNR which will 
set direction for us, such as these hearings 
themselves, the terms and conditions which come out of 
them, the comprehensive forest policy framework in 
giving us the overall guidance for forest management in 
this province, as well as the results of the 
independent forest audit, which will tell us how 


successful we have been in both natural and artificial 


renewal. 
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Once we pass those stop signs, as I call 
them, some time next spring, we will be going public in 
an open options development format where all the 
parties to this hearing, as well as other interested 
publics, will be invited to co-operatively help us 
develop a series of options which myself and my staff 
will quantify. 

Is there more that you would like to ask 
or is that complete enough? It is a big subject. 

Q. Well, it is also a phantom subject. 
We have to take your word for it that it is going to be 
prepared and released after the close of the hearing 
much like the results from the independent audit, and 
quite frankly I find myself, my client and this Board 
at a slight disadvantage not knowing what is going to 
be in it. But we will leave that for final argument. 

But did I hear you say that at some point 
there will be an opportunity for public review and 
comment? 

A. Not only that, but the public will be 
actively involved as to the level they want to in 
developing the options. We are no longer going with 
the we develop the options and you can review them. We 
would like to bring everybody together so we can all 


co-operatively develop a series of options which 
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everybody has some buy-in in some form or fashion. 
Actively getting people to participate in the 
development. Not just into a review mode. 

Q. That is much appreciated, but is that 
going to happen after this hearing or after the Board's 
decision has been rendered? 

A. My original hope, personally, was 
that would happen sooner rather than later, but because 
of circumstances and other initiatives, we have been 
asked to wait until the policy panel is finished and 
terms and conditions rene rendered so that they 
can help guide us in the overall development of the 
policy. 

Q. By terms and conditions, do you mean 
the terms and conditions emanating from this Board? 

A. Thateis-correct. 

Q. Dr. Abraham and Dr. Steedman, I have 
a few brief questions for you on the effects and 
effectiveness programs. 

Dr. Abraham, I have heard you say a 
couple of times that the work is proceeding at a 
somewhat slower space because of the current fiscal 
climate, I think you called it. To me that is a polite 
way of saying you have had a cutback. Can you tell me 


if in fact you have had fiscal cutbacks in the moose 
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program. 

DR. ABRAHAM: A. Well, The entire 
Ministry of Natural Resources has, and the government 
of Ontario, has fiscal constraint over the last year 
and a half and likewise our program has been -- has not 
increased at the anticipated rate it would increase. 
That is correct. 

Q. Well, Dr. Abraham, I can read the 
paper. I know that the government at large is 
experiencing fiscal constraint. But I want to know of 
the particulars of the cutbacks in your particular 
program. 

Can you tell me how much was originally 
anticipated or promised and how much has actually been 
allocated and will be allocated over the next few 
years? | 

A. Those numbers aren't contained in 
witness panel -- reply panel number four in terms of 
the amount of money that has been allocated to each 
project over the last three years or four years, three 
years, and I don't have them right in front of me but 
we can refer to them. 

Q. Well, at this point, Dr. Abraham, 
could you simply tell me, has there been a decrease in 


the funding made available for the MGEM program? 
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A. In the current fiscal year, yes, we 
have less money. I think approximately -- well, I 
don't want to say approximately, but we have, yes, less 
money in the budget this year than we had last year. 
That is correct. 

Q. And is that a five per cent 
reduction, a 10 per cent reduction? What is the order 
of magnitude that we are talking here? 

A. Okay. I have the numbers here now. 
In the moose program total funding in 1989/'90, and 
this includes all staff and direct operating expenses, 
was $190,000 dollars. In 1991, it was $350,000. In 
1991/'92 it was $430,000, and in 1992/'93, it is 
$300,000. So that ane peteenEs about a 30 per cent 
reduction. And most of that money -- most of the 
reduction was in direct operating expenses. 

MADAM CHAIR: Excuse me, Mr. Lindgren, do 
we have interrogatory responses to question 5 and 6? 


Are they an exhibit now? That is where the funding 


summary is. 


MR. LINDGREN: I have no idea where Dr. 
Abraham was reading from. I do not even know if it is 


for this panel or not. 


MR. FREIDIN: You thought it was 5, 6 and 


Panel 4? 
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MADAM CHAIR: No, this is for Panel 2. 
You have given us at some point the response as to 
Forests for Tomorrow's interrogatories 5 and 6 and I 
have a funding summary in front of me and I would like 
that to be an exhibit if it isn't already. 

MS. BLASTORAH: Madam Chair, all of the 
interrogatories, I believe, from both MOE and FFT in 
relation to Panel 2 were marked as part of Exhibit 
2259. 

DR. ABRAHAM: Madam Chair, that is the 
table from which I was reading the interrogatory 
response. 

MR. LINDGREN: Q. Dr. Abraham, a couple 
of brief questions about the program itself. 

I reviewed the four main objectives for 
the program that you have described in your overheads. 
Is it fair to say that the program is not specifically 
looking at those species which do not presently benefit 
from the application of the moose habitat guidelines? 

DR. ABRAHAM: A. I am sorry to say that 
the description that I placed before you was for the 
habitat conditions raised by the moose guidelines, but 
the specific species questions dealt only with moose. 
There are other programs proposed or initiated that 


deal with other species that are affected by the 
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application of the guidelines. But insofar as what I 
presented, the four main tasks were for the moose 
species or for habitat created by moose guidelines. 

Q. So I take it the answer to my 
question is yes? 

A. Could you restate the question. 

Q. Can you agree with me that the MGEM 
program is not specifically looking at the wildlife 
species that do not benefit from the application of the 
moose guidelines? 

A. To the extent that we do not have any 
species specific research being conducted by the MGEM 
program for species other than moose, yes, but not to 
the extent that the habitat analysis that we are doing 
will not be applicable to other species. 

Q. Can you confirm for me in a similar 
vein, that the MGEM program is not specifically testing 
the MNR claim that using the moose habitat guidelines 
takes care of 70 per cent of the other species? 

A. Yes, we are not. In the MGEM program 
we are not specifically testing that, but they will be 
dealt with in those other programs. 

Q. So if I could summarize it, your 


program is simply looking at whether or not the moose 


habitat guidelines work for moose? 
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A. The specific research questions that 
I outlined are questions pertaining to the effect of 
the relationship between the moose species, yes, and 
the habitat collected in different ways. 

To reiterate one more time, in our 
approach to it and the change from the original, it is 
clear that when you identify what the guidelines do to 
the landscape, to the habitat, you are providing 
information that is useful in analysis of the effects 
on other wildlife. 

Now, the other wildlife program, which 
you will be hearing something more about in Panel 3, 
will not be isolated from or non-interacting with the. 
MGEM program. 

Q. Okay. Thank you. 

Dr. Steedman, I want to put the same 
question to you about the aquatic effects program. 
Have you experienced a reduction in funding? 

DR. STEEDMAN: A. Yes, I believe we have 
had in this year a reduction of something in the order 
of 15 to 20 per cent. Again, mostly in terms of direct 
operating dollars. 

Q. Okay. Thank you. 

Mr. Kennedy, perhaps I can close my 


cross-examination with you. I want to touch on a 
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number of issues including the environmental 
guidelines. 

Now, you did not file the answers to 
interrogatories that we posed in panel number 3 on 
those guidelines. We essentially asked where are the 
guidelines, and if I understand, the answer was they 
don't exist yet; is that correct? 

MR. KENNEDY: A. That is correct, an 
oversight. If I had known you had wanted to use those 
interrogatories I certainly would have filed them and 
see you in August or sorry, see you tomorrow actually. 
I will file them tomorrow, but it is correct that the 
guidelines are not in existence now. It is a proposal 
that has been under discussion and there's nothing 
tangible at the moment. 

Q. And if I understand your evidence 
yesterday, it the MNR's intention to develop them after 
the hearing? 

A. It is our intention to use some of 
the staff that are involved in the hearing process. We 
hope to get underway in, I believe, during the month of 
October, September, October perhaps, and complete them 
in 14 to 16 months. In that sense they won't be 
available during the time that the active portion of 


the hearing is on as far as you and I are concerned. 
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Q. I take it ‘then thatithis» Boardjwill 
never see the content of those guidelines? 

MR. MARTEL: What a relief. 

MR. KENNEDY: Thank you, Mr. Martel. 

MR. LINDGREN: Q. And you have indicated 
in the interrogatory responses that notwithstanding the 
14 to 18 month time frame that might be required to 
develop those guidelines, the MNR is not prepared at 
this time to undertake any interim measures respecting 
clearcutting concerns or site productivity concerns 
that will be addressed in the guidelines; is that 
correct? 

MR. KENNEDY: A. We will be talking 
about the further in Panel number 5, but essentially, 
yes. We see it as the -- actually what we consider to 
be a short-term time frame, 14 to 16 months to prepare 
the guideline, but that is not unusual or not 
unreasonable to await the guidelines which we do 
anticipate will contain some direction on matters 
dealing with site productivity. 

Q. In the interrogatories we asked you 
for the MNR's preliminary proposals as to the content 
of the guidelines. 

Is it correct that at this time you have 


absolutely no indication what the likely contents or 
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direction or requirements will be in the guidelines? 

A. I would say that to the extent that 
Our thoughts have been put on paper as to possible 
content as reflected in the original statement, in 
answers to interrogatories and the evidence I led this 
week, and I'd also point out that we are in a difficult 
Situation in that if we were to embark on our own in 
preparing materials to prejudice the involvement of 
other individuals that have indicated they feel ought 
to be involved in the preparation may short-change them 
of the opportunity. 

So we have not actively pursued that at 
this time. So we will be extending offers for 
individuals to be involved in its preparation. 

Q. Well, in the interrogatory, the 
questions we asked whether or not there would be an 
opportunity for public review and comment and the 
essence of the answer was that the MNR -- well, we 
asked this with respect to the creation of new 
implementation manuals in general, and the MNR response 
was that you did not see a role for the general public 
in the creation or revision of implementation manuals. 
Does that include the new guidelines? 

A. No; it does not. “In terms of the 


evidence, as I said yesterday, I believe there was 
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reference on one of the overheads to the effect that 
for the environmental guideline for timber management 
activities, we do see it's necessary to involve general 
publics in its development. 

In the case of implementation manuals, we 
will be talking tomorrow about the role of the public 
and the role of how we will get public input into that 
matter. We don't see it as a routine feature. The 
general public can look at representation from one of 
the assessments committees. 

Q. We also posed an interrogatory on 
what will be the primary focus or function of the 
guidelines? Are they going to be used to develop 
prescriptions or are they going to be used to ensure 
good practice occurs in the field. The answer we got 
seemed to indicate you haven't made up your mind what 
the primary function of the guidelines are going to be. 
Is that the case? 

A. Well, Mr. Lindgren, I am sure you 
were paying attention yesterday when I indicated that 
this manual would likely take a different form than 
some we currently have. I would expect it will take 
the form of having some information that was suitable 
for those involved in the planning and the prescription 


setting, and indeed I expect it will also contain 
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information for use of those involved in Operations. 

I believe that is reflected on one of the 
overheads as well and certainly was reflected in our 
answer to interrogatory. 

MR. LINDGREN: Well, Madam Chair, you 
will see this tomorrow undoubtedly when the 
interrogatories get filed, but I can indicate for the 
record that the MNR answer says -- 

MR. FREIDIN: Why don't you file them 
now? 

MR. LINDGREN: I have only got one copy. 

MS. BLASTORAH: We were going to file 
them in any event tomorrow, Madam Chair. If Mr. 
Lindgren would like to mark them now and give them an 
exhibit number we will be happy to provide you copies. 
We were going to provide tomorrow anyway. 

MR. LINDGREN: I think that would be a 
good suggestion, Madam Chair. 

MS. BLASTORAH: We don't have them here 
today, but Board may have their copies and we can make 
additional copies available. I don't have those copies 
here today because they were going to be marked 


tomorrow. 


MR. LINDGREN: Well, Madam Chair, I will 


just read the one sentence from the interrogatory 
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response. 

MR. FREIDIN: Which one? 

MR. LINDGREN: This is the answer to FFT 
number 3C, which is at page 4 of the interrogatory 
package, which will be marked later. 

In any event, the statement is; 

That the MNR has not made my firm 
decisions regarding the primary use of 
the new environmental guidelines and will 
be addressing that matter during its 
preparation. 

Q. That to my mind, Mr. Kennedy, tells 
me you do not know what its primary focus or function 
is going to be. 

MR. KENNEDY: A. Mr. Lindgren, simply 
that answer was intended to simply convey the fact that 
we do intend to develop it with a group of experts, 
this is the environmental guideline we are talking 
about, with a group of experts, it would be premature 
for us to say that we have reached a final decision in 
the content and format of that guideline, and that is 
why I use, in this response, MNR has not made any firm 
decisions. 

We certainly have some suggestions and 


some proposals, and as I've indicated in the evidence, 
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we do expect it to be a mix. 


I believe that is the essence of the 
answer as well, if one was to read the complete answer 
you will see I made reference to such things as the 
training materials that vould be necessary to prepare 
for individuals that are directly involved in carrying 
out timber management activities. 

Indeed I expect the guideline will take 
on a dual character; one of information for 
prescription setting, and one of guidance for those 
involved in implementation. 

Q. Well, let me ask you a question on 
that very issue. I am looking at page 5 of your 
overheads, which is Exhibit 2264. 

MR. FREIDIN: Hold on. 

MS. BLASTORAH: Page 5? 

MR. LINDGREN: I am looking at page 5, 
which is entitled Environmental Guideline Site 
Productivity. 

Q. I would like to use this as an 
example, Mr. Kennedy. Under the heading "Nutrient 
Concerns," you say that; 

The manual will describe good 
practices and will advise that certain 


accommodations of conditions and 
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practices are probably not appropriate. 

When I read that, it seems to me that it 
is more analogous to the code of practice for riparian 
areas in the sense that these will be non-binding 
directions and there is going to be no sanctions for 
non-compliance. Is that a fair assessment? 

MR. KENNEDY: A. Described elsewhere 
that we consider that this guideline would be mandatory 
for use in applying operations. 

I indicated to Madam Chair this morning 
that I would see that we would include in plants 
monitoring provisions across this guideline and as such 
it would be -- both situations then would be the 
covered, and if one is during planning the guideline 
will be consulted for prescription setting and during 
the actual implementation our expectation would be that 
staff would ensure that the good practices portion of 
the guideline and advice direction was being followed 
during implementation. 

Q. Is it your expectation that the 
guideline will contain mandatory directions that will 
have to be followed? 

A. A small group of us have discussed 
that. I think it is premature to make that statement, 


on behalf of MNR. I could say my personal view is that 
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I can see that there would be a mandatory section of 
the guideline. 

Q. Just very quickly, Mr. Kennedy. Can 
I ask you to flip ahead to page 10 of your overheads, 
and this is your proposal when respect to develop 
guidance on ranges of clearcut block sizes, and you 
have indicated you want to do this by eco region, 
whatever that means, and it is going to be based on 
natural patch size and distribution. 

Can you tell me what is the natural patch 
size, shape and distribution that you are thinking 
about? What is it for the Great Lake /St. Lawrence 
Forest and the Boreal Forest? 

A. You are asking me to provide a list 
of numbers and describe them by some working group or 
equal element? I am unable to do that today. 

I have indicated that it is our intention 
to use information that is available to us in forest 
resource inventory information, fire history records, 
et cetera, and to prepare that information in state 
that would be suitable for review and use by the group 
of experts prepare the guideline. We are looking to 
those individuals to assist in determining those 
parameters. 


Q. So are you telling me that at this 
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point in time the MNR does not have a definitive 
definition of what natural patch size, shape or 
distribution is? 

A. I would say that for the purposes of 
this guideline, no. I am aware that we have many staff 
working on the new emerging science of landscape 
management. We have people actively pursuing that. We 
have individuals who are concerned in the merging area 
of biodiversity that need to be aware of that. 

Both of those subject areas are ones in 
which we intend to involve experts from those fields in 
development of the guideline. I fear today I do not 
have the working definition for you of patch size. I 
would not be surprised if there are members in our 
midst that have that information that is used in other 
jurisdictions, as MNR is just moving into that field we 
do not have any working. definitions that I'm aware of. 

Q. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Kennedy. 

Let me conclude by asking you a question 
Or two on monitoring. Based on your discussion this 
morning, am I correct in assuming that under the MNR 
terms and conditions there will be no provision for 
local effects effectiveness monitoring at the unit 


level? 


A. As I understand the proposal, some 
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parties, it would be fair to Say, that we have not put 
in place a proposal that deals with a routine effects 
effectiveness monitoring program. 

You will recognize from this morning, 
from some of the interchangeover, if the Board is to 
put, would constitute effects monitoring and 
effectiveness monitoring and how our plants monitoring 
program with the addition of the recording of observed 
and desirable effects might be a proxy, if you will, 
for effects monitoring, and I think in some people's 
Mind that goes along way to recording observed 
conditions which could be described by some as effects, 
and those that are related to timber management. But 
in terms of a routine program, no we have not proposed 
such a plan. 

| Q. Are you aware that local effects 
effectiveness monitoring is required under the U.S. 
Forest Service Planning Procedures? 

A. I have some knowledge of it, but it 
is very limited. 

Q. Given your knowledge, are you in a 
position to confirm that in fact local effect, 
effectiveness monitoring, is required in national 


forests? 


A. Yes, to the best of my knowledge. 
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Q. And then finally, Mr. Kennedy, this 
morning. =— 

MR. MARTEL: I raised this matter this 
morning in reference to Dr. Ward Thomas's evidence. He 
said he didn't know how to do it, I thought. I am not 
sure if my memory is failing me, but after all these 
years it could be possible. 

But does anyone really know, and that is 
question I tried to raise this morning about effects 
effectiveness monitoring, because I am trying to get 
into my own head and maybe I didn't word it properly 
this morning, and I said are we all working from the 
same deck or the same definition or terminology, 
because I did not get that from Dr. Thomas, and I am 
hearing Mr. Kennedy answering Mr. Lindgren and every 
time the subject is broached, I get a little more 
confused as to what really is going on in the real 
world. I need somebody to explain it to me. 

MR. LINDGREN: Well, Mr. Martel, I find 
myself in agreement with Mr. Kennedy's conceptual 
description of the differences between compliance 
monitoring and effect effectiveness monitoring. if 
think we are dealing from the same -- I don't know if 


it is concepts. 


I think in final argument you will#®hear 
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from some of the parties, Namely FFT, that in fact 
local effect effectiveness monitoring has been carried 
out in the U.S. national forest for a number of years. 
I think there is evidence on that from Mr. Smith. 

As well, I think we introduced evidence 
on that issue by way of cross-examination on the MNR 
Panel 17, and in fact I put in the monitoring excerpts 
from the actual plan. So I think the short answer is 
it can be done and is being done, although certainly 
more could be done at the local level. 

MR. MARTEL: Well, I raise it again then. 
Is my recollection of what Dr. Thomas said wrong? 

MR. LINDGREN: I can't remember what Dr. 
Thomas said. I will have to check the transcript. 

MR. MARTEL: Maybe Mr. Kennedy could help 
me. Does anyone on the panel recall what Dr. Thomas 
said, because obviously I have not got it down 
straight. 

MR. KENNEDY: Mr. Martel, given the 
discussions that has gone on I would not venture a view 
today. 

MADAM CHAIR: Are you finished, Mr. 
Lindgren? 

MR. LINDGREN: I did have the one 


question that I did have to conclude with. 
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Q. In the context of monitoring, Mr. 
Kennedy, we heard some discussion of pre-operation 
inspections. 

I guess I have a two parter. The first 
question is, the first part, can you confirm for me 
that under the MNR's proposed terms and conditions, it 
is not mandatory to do a pre-operation inspection in 
areas of normal operations or even in areas of concern? 

MR. KENNEDY: A. I will confirm with you 
that it is not mandatory to conduct pre-operation 
inspections of all the sites. I would also go on to 
say the very way in which we structured our terms and 
conditions in our planning process and such matters as 
the collection and assembly analysis and that kind of 
information. All of the work that goes on to that, and 
summarizing it prior to plan production and the 
continued efforts that occur throughout planning 
implementation, both of the areas that are under 
Operations, and those areas that are up to the next 
planning cycle, which involved everything from keeping 
of course resource inventory up-to-date, to conducting 
moose surveys, to conducting habitat inventories, to 
collecting information on where we threatened 
endangered species and a host of other items. 


Indeed I think we have a wealth of 
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information that are available to our staff for use in 
both planning and in conducting operations. 

But I would agree with you that we do not 
have in place what has been described as a mandatory 
pre-operation inspection. 

Q. The second and final part of my 
question is this; can you confirm for me that 
pre-operation inspections are in fact required in other 
jurisdictions in North America? 

A. I am aware that some jurisdictions 
require pre-operation inspections for such things as 
Silvicultural planning, and I believe that some of 
those jurisdictions may also require them. for the 
equivalent of our areas of concern and planning 
process, yes. 

MR. LINDGREN: Thank you, Mr. Kennedy, 
and thank you, panel. Madam Chair, Mr. Martel, those 
are our questions. 

MADAM CHAIR: Thank you very much, Mr. 
Lindgren. Shall we take a break and then come back and 
hear your cross-examination, Ms. Gillespie? 

MS. GILLESPIE: That would be fine, Madam 
Chair. 

---Recess at 2:45 p.m. 


---On resuming at 3:05 p.m. 
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MS. BLASTORAH: I am sorry, Madam Chair, 
I seemed to have lost Mr. Freidin between here and the 
corner, but I think we can proceed. I expect him 
momentarily. 

MADAM CHAIR: Go ahead, Ms. Gides pie. 

MS. GILLESPIE: Thank you, Madam Chair. 
CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS. GILLESPIE: 

Q. Mr. Kennedy, I just have a couple of 
questions for you arising out Mr. Lindgren's final 
questions dealing with the environmental guideline. 

I wanted to ask you whether it is MNR's 
intention that the environmental guidelines will 
address the concerns that have been raised by MOE 
witnesses regarding the removal of nutrient bearing 
material on sensitive sites? 

MR. KENNEDY: A. Mr. Green will be 
discussing further in panel number 5 the work that we 
are undertaking in the long-term site productivity 
study, and as part of that study neve is a provision 
to produce an interim direction, that has been 
indicated in our witness statement. 

We have also indicated in the witness 
statement that it is our intention now to first of all 
produce in detail abistoeue that describes good and bad 


practices on sites of that nature where the concern is 
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potentially there, and I have indicated in the witness 
statement that at this point it is our intention to 
summarize that information and include it in the 
environmental guideline as the best information 
available on that topic for use in planning and 
operations. 

Q. So that I understand your answer, you 
do intend the environmental guidelines to deal with 
that particular issue of the removal of nutrient 
bearing material on sensitive sites? 

A. Yes, we do expect to see that topic 
covered. 

Q. And I’ was also a little confused 
about this interim direction. I understood yesterday 
in your evidence that you indicated there would be some 
kind of an interim direction dealing with that topic, 
and then I thought you answered Mr. Lindgren today that 
there would not be interim measures pending the 
guidelines. Could you just clarify that, please. 

A. I took Mr. Lindgren's question -- 
perhaps I was wrong when I took Mr. Lindgren's question 
to mean is MNR prepared to do something virtually 
today, tomorrow, and put in place direction, and the 


answer to that is no. 


However, what I have indicated to you 
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just now is that an attempt to do so, to Mr. Lindgren, 
it is our intention to include that in the guideline 
and hopefully have that available in the finished form 
for use in operations in 14 to 16 months. 

Q. Ts eee So that there will be no 
interim measures between now and when the guidelines 
are ready? 

A. At this time I do not anticipate that 
there would be. The timing of the work going on in 
Thunder Bay and the preparation guideline I think will 
coincide and will result in direction being given in 14 
to 16 month's time. 

Q. Okay, and just to clarify for the 
record, I did make a note yesterday that you estimated 
14 to 16 months for the guideline, but I think today 
you -- I am just advised it was 12 to 14 yesterday and 

° 
I think I heard 16 to 18 today. So can we have your 
definitive estimate on that? 

A. If I have left a variety of estimates 
as to when that guideline will be produced, I will now 
conclude those by saying in Exhibit 2264, on page 3 at 
the bottom, we are indicating that we expect the 
guideline to take a 14 to 16 month preparation time. 

Q. And, Mr. McNicol, I had a couple of 


questions regarding the application of the moose 
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guidelines and I believe - you do not need to turn to 
Li ssa. your interrogatory answers which are Exhibit 
2259, question 5, page 7, there is a sentence referring 


Lots 


MR. FREIDIN: I am sorry, what 
interrogatory was that? 

MS. GILLESPIE: Interrogatory 5, page 7. 

Q. In the first paragraph there is a 
sentence which reads, "in areas where the moose 
production capability is medium to high, the guidelines 
are applied rigorously (80 to 130 hectares clearcut) to 
produce the type of habitat conducive to supporting 
high numbers of moose." I believe that you gave 
evidence to the same effect yesterday, and I just 
wanted to ask you whether the numbers which are shown 
in your overhead 2264, I believe... On page 2 you show 
moderate and high capability 1 to 130 hectares at 69 
per cent of the clearcuts, and I wanted to ask you 
whether it is your view. that that is a rigorous 
application of a 130 hectare guideline? 

MR. McCNICOL: A. Given that those are 
the optimal sizes in this guideline, the 80 to 130 
hectares, and given that there are other situations in 
the forest that would dictate allowing for larger cuts, 


for instance the condition of the forest, the spruce 
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bud worm salvage area, for instance, in an area of 
moderate to high capability. Given that there are 
other conditions in the forest that must be taken into 
account, I would suggest that, yes, this is high 
compliance with respect to the kind of guidance that is 
being given in the guideline. 

Q. Okay, so that when MNR uses terms 
like rigorous application of an 80 to 130 hectare 
guideline, 69 per cent compliance in your view is a 
rigorous compliance figure? 

A. I think that is what I have said, 
yes. 

Q. Mr. Kennedy, a couple of questions 
about your area inspection reports. We heard from you 
that you have added an observed undesirable condition 
element to the area inspection report and I understood 
you to say that this information would be useful for 
adjusting strategies in your future planning; is that 
correct? 

MR. KENNEDY: A. Yes, it is. 

Q. And I just wondered whether it 
wouldn't also be useful. to record desirable conditions 
which may be observed as well? 

A. I am aware of that suggestion being 


made in the past, most of our staff that we consulted 
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with in the field and those involved in the preparation 
of evidence felt that, to be quite honest, that the 
instances of that would be so numerous that it would be 
an intrudence with the report. 

Q. Isn't it useful if you are trying to 
adjust your future strategies that you would be 
recording unexpected positive results as well as 
negative results, Mr. Kennedy? 

A. Yes, I could see the benefit of 
reporting unexpected positive results, certainly 
proposed in the past, described as reporting desirable 
conditions. 

I don't think that -- I would have some 
trouble. I would have to think cir Rhke On 2ty “would it 
be appropriate to put in place as a routine reporting 
requirement into what purpose it would be put. It 
would be worthy of a discussion. 

QO. Well; *youtmight try to repeat” the 
results. That would be one of the purposes of 
collecting the information. 

| DR. ABRAHAM: A. Could I just add, that 
the same goes for desirable or apparently desirable 
conditions as it does for undesirable ones. You still 
don't know that it is something that you did that 


specifically caused it. It is worth noting if it is 
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unexpected and it seems positive, but you are no closer 
in that situation than you are for an undesirable 
effect. 

Q. Dr. Steedman, I noted from your 
evidence concerning the fishing guidelines, you 
describe them as conservative and commented that if you 
do not know too much about something you should use a 
fairly conservative approach. 

I take it you would agree as a general 
principle that where there is controversy or 
uncertainty concerning potential serious effects of an 
activity, that a conservative approach should be used? 

DR. STEEDMAN: A. You were referring to 
the sustainable management guidelines for the 
protection of fish habitat. I am not sure I can 
comment much beyond the application of the fish habitat 
guidelines because the kind of information that might 
lead you to choose a very conservative application is 
likely somewhat specific to that, and in the case of 
the fish habitat guidelines, the most conservative 
application is there to protect what we understand to 
be the most sensitive kind of fish habitat, and that is 
generally lakes or streams that supports cold water 
fisheries, such as lake trout and brook trout or aurora 


trout. I am not really sure if it would be too helpful 
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for me to comment much beyond that. 

Q. But aren't you comfortable commenting 
as a scientist, as a general principal, that a 
conservative approach in the face of controversy or 
uncertainty makes sense? 

A. Yes, but I would refer -- I would 
understand that almost in terms of a design strategy, 
such as an engineer would not intentionally court 
disaster or design a structure that would be close to 
what he understood to be the limit of failure. And so 
to me prudent thing seems to be to use the information 
that you have available to identify the realm of 
danger, in this case of fish habitat guideline, the 
realm of danger would refer to the likelihood of 
sedimentation or adverse temperature effects or some 
other effect like that and then to stay away from it. 

Q. So I take it that you are agreeing 
that it is really a risk management decision, I guess, 
to use a conservative approach in the face of uncertain 
and potentially serious results? 

A. And of course you have to examine the 
consequences of a failure. If it's an aurora trout 
lake and you guessed wrong, as far as I'm concerned 
that is a very serious failure, or if it is a lake 


trout lake and you guess wrong and you lose lake trout 


Farr & Associates Reporting, Inc. 


24 


25 


MNR Panel 2 66960 


(Reply Evidence) 
cr ex (Gillespie) 


population there is no way to get that back. So in 
that case it seemed quite prudent to stay away from any 
risk which you are able to identify. 

Q. And I take it you would also agree 
that if there is enough controversy to think that 
undertaking an expensive and rigorous long-term study 
is warranted, that caution should be used in the 
meantime while you are waiting the results of this 
study? 

A. And in particular the case would be 
application of fish habitat guidelines. I believe that 
is what we are doing now. 

Q. That principal would apply to other 
Situations as well? 

A. As I said before, that would depend 
on the situation. 

I think you would have to bring the 
specific kind of information that are relevant to the 
assessment of risk or the consequences of failure and 
use that information before you would make a decision 
like that. 

MS. GILLESPIE: Those are all my 
questions, Madam Chair. 

MADAM CHAIR: Thank you, Ms. Gillespie. 


Mr. Freidin, will you be re-examining? 
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MR. FREIDIN: I just have one question 


if I could have one moment. 
RETDIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. FREIDIN: 

Q. Mr. McNicol, you indicated to Mr. 
Lindgren that you used different criteria in 
determining clearcut sizes for the purposes of your 
evidence in this panel, different criteria than those 
used for the clearcut exercise, MNR Panel 10B. 

Can you briefly describe why different 
criteria were employed. 

MR. MCNICOL: A. The 10B exercise, as 
those that were involved with it understand, took a lot 
of time. It was a very labour intensive exercise. 

We compiled this information in response 
to Board interrogatory in which there was a very quick 
turn around time, so that was certainly one reason. 

The other reason that we took the 
approach that we did, I would suggest, with respect to 
discounting residual, as not only is it more labour 
intensive to try to ascertain how much residual you 
have in which category within a cutover boundary, but 
also we thought perhaps we might be criticized for 
trying to sway the results in favour of smaller 


clearcut areas. 


So in that context, both from the time 
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saving element and from the element of trying to get as 
fair a picture with respect to the Board's question as 
possible, we took the approach that we did. 

Q.. The blocks that were examined for the 
purpose of panel reply witness, were all of those 
areas, those blocks, were all of them cut blocks? Had 
they all been cut or were some of them planned cuts? 

A. I understand. They were ‘91 approved 
plans. The plans would have run from '91 then until 
1996. So some of the cuts, you are quite right, and I 
am sorry, I missed the point, were not actually cut 
yet. They were planned cuts, so it would not -- in 
those instances where we were to, for instance, try to 
apply criteria for residual, it would have been 
impossible except for those ore that had actually 
implemented at that point in time. 

Q. Mr. Waito, you had a discussion about 
road costs with Mr. Lindgren. You had three categories 
of cost that you discussed; road construction costs, 
road maintenance costs and road reconstruction costs. 

i ipebll: you agreed with him that the cost of road 
construction would be similar in the FFT versus present 
practice scenarios, although the time of the 
expenditure might be different. 


What is your opinion regarding the 
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comparison between the two scenarios, FFT scenarios and 


present practice, regarding road maintenance and road 


reconstruction costs. Are they the same or are they 


different? 

MR. WAITO: A. My opinion is that the 
potential is there in the FFT scenario to have higher 
maintenance, and in particular higher reconstruction 
costs. 

I made that comment thinking about the 
what the return time might be to harvest the strip. In 
our report we assumed a 10 year return period. The 
return period in reality may be 15 years, it may be 20 
years. It will depend on what the objectives that the 
Manager is trying achieve. 

In the case of a fairly lengthy return 
period, and we had some discussion about this in 
committee, and in particular in the clay belt, if a 
roadmissleft for-10:or-15yyears, insfacttin 
reconstructing that road up to a standard where now you 
can use it for the return cut, it may cost you as much 
as what it originally cost you to construct the road in 
terms of the graveling and road base, and that was 
based on some discussions that we had in committee and 
some feedback that we had gotten from some of the 


company people when we were talking about -- when we 
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are trying to rationalize, come to some agreement on 
what we could cost out in terms of maintenance and 
reconstruction. 

So I think in general, I hate to 
generalize, but in general I think because of the 
longer period of time that roads would have to be 
maintained and potential for fairly significant 
reconstruction costs, depending on where the road was 
Originally constructed, the potential is there to have, 
I think, higher road maintenance and reconstruction 
costs, in the case of the FFT alternative. 

Q. In exhibit 2271, which is the 
correspondence between yourself and Mr. Benson, both 
letters are dated February the 3rd, 1992. In the very 
first line of your letter it says, "I received your 
February 3rd fax and have the following comments." Can 
we assume that the letter of February the 3rd, 1992, 
from Mr. Benson to you, which is part of this exhibit, 
is in fact the fax referred to? 

A. That is correct. We did a fair bit 
of our communication via fax. 

Q. Thank you. 

During your evidence in relation to that 
particular exhibit, Exhibit 2271, and some discussion 


about the first page, you indicated that Mr. Squires, 
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in his response, disagreed with Mr. Benson regarding 
this issue about whether the extent of natural 
regeneration that you could obtain on the Spruce River 


Forest. 


When you refer to Mr. Squires' response, 
what were you referring to? 

.A. Well, Mr. Benson sent his letter out 
on February 3rd to myself as well as Mr. Bax and Mr. 
Squires, and all three of us responded the same day to 
his comments. And what I was referring to was a copy 
of a response by Mr. eayikee to Mr. Benson on a number 
of the points that were raised by Crandal in his 
letter, and it was I guess the February 4th fax that 
Mr. Squires had sent to Crandal, and I was referring to 
a comment that Mr. Squires made in his response to Mr. 
Benson about that particular point, about ease of 
getting regeneration of Spruce on the Spruce River 
Forest. 

Ore el nee wanted to clarify that the 
response that you were referring to is not the response 
in the committee report, but the separate letter that 
you have just referred to; is that correct? 

Rae einatois COTrrecc, 

Q. Thank you. 


Mr. Callaghan, when you did your analysis 
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that showed the conifer versus hardwood growing stock 

on the three northern regions, did you use the FORMAN 

model? 

MR. CALLAGHAN: A. No, I used a simpler 
analytical approach just using dollars, areas and yield 
factors. 

Q. Thank you. 

MR. FREIDIN: Those are my questions. 
Thank you. 

MADAM CHAIR: Thank you very much, Mr. 
Freidin. I think we are on schedule. 

We will start Panel 3 tomorrow morning at 
8:30, and the Board thanks you very much gentlemen. 

For those of you we will not gee again, 
thank you very much for all your hard work. 

---Panel withdraws. 

---Whereupon the hearing was adjourned at 3:30 p.m., to 
be reconvened on Wednesday, June 24, 1992 at 8:30 
8:30 a.m. 
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